University of Memphis

University of Memphis Digital Commons
Electronic Theses and Dissertations
4-25-2014

Teachers' Perceptions of Grading Practices
Laura J. Link

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.memphis.edu/etd

Recommended Citation
Link, Laura J., "Teachers' Perceptions of Grading Practices" (2014). Electronic Theses and Dissertations.
921.
https://digitalcommons.memphis.edu/etd/921

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by University of Memphis Digital Commons. It has
been accepted for inclusion in Electronic Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of University of
Memphis Digital Commons. For more information, please contact khggerty@memphis.edu.

TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF GRADING PRACTICES
by
Laura J. Link

A Dissertation
Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Education

Major: Leadership and Policy Studies

The University of Memphis
May 2014

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
It was my false impression that the research and preparation for a doctoral
dissertation was an individual sport, but I have learned otherwise through this process. I
am truly indebted to many.
First and foremost, I owe a special thank you to my Chair, Dr. Larry McNeal,
who tolerated my impatience, offered wise counsel, shared thoughtful criticism, and
guided me to the finish line with great care—despite my ambitious timeline. I am
honored to have learned from him, and I appreciated his sense of fun throughout.
Also, of critical importance were my other committee advisors, who have been
extremely supportive. Dr. Reginald Leon Green brilliantly taught me the value of social
justice, especially in the urban classroom; Dr. Lou Franceschini humorously taught me
that Chapter 4 wasn’t that scary and that quality assessments are indeed an underserved
topic; and Dr. Charisse Gulosino generously taught me that statistics can be conquered
and that policy should have a primary role in education reform. My committee has made
me a better educational scholar and practitioner.
Without question, my family has been unfailingly supportive and loving over the
years. I so appreciate the sacrifices they made so that I could earn this degree and make
them proud. Notably, the other Dr. Link (my husband, Eric) became “Superdad” while I
was often in class or in front of my computer. He remains my rock and inspiration. My
children were amazingly understanding and helpful along the way: Sarah was my writing
pal; Nathaniel was my editor-in-chief; Natalie was my completion monitor; and Nolan
was my giver of hugs. No other wife or mom is more fortunate than me.

ii

ABSTRACT
Link, Laura Jane. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. May 2014. Teachers’
perceptions of grading practices. Major Professor: Larry McNeal, Ph.D.
Decades of research suggest that grading practices vary widely among American
K-12 classroom teachers, and the many factors that teachers choose to determine grades
have little, if anything, to do with what students know and are able to do. More current
research, however, has made connections between effective grading practices and their
ability to compel positive student motivation and greater student academic success. This
study reinforces and extends that work by conducting a secondary analysis of 2,996 urban
and suburban West Tennessee K-12 teachers’ views about grading practices, centered on
six factors: relationship to grade levels taught, district policy, teacher effectiveness
summative and observation scores, years of experience, and type of training. A slightlymodified version of the Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Practices (TPGP) questionnaire
was used to survey the participating teachers in May of 2013.
This study quantitatively examines teachers’ grading agreements and
disagreements resulting from survey item analysis and comparisons between teacher
groups. The results of item means, standard deviations, t and g statistics revealed that
teachers, across the 6 factor groups, mainly agreed grading can encourage good work,
provide essential feedback for students, and that grades of zero can demotivate students
to learn. Yet, in contradiction, middle/high school teachers, especially those from nontraditional training, largely favored the practice of assigning zeros for students’ failure to
complete assignments as opposed to their elementary peers. To compound, the same
middle/high school teachers in the urban district also favored basing grades on students’
completion of homework, effort and class participation—grading practices rooted in
iii

student behavior rather than academic mastery. Policy in the urban district was found to
undermine the use of effective grading practices and may be a significant influence on the
urban teachers’ perceptions resulting in this study.
Understanding teachers’ perceptions of grading practices can be used as a
framework for identifying educational resources meant to help schools, teachers and
students perform, especially in our results-driven reality where assessment and
accountability have become the driving forces for educational practices. If policy makers
are aware of teachers’ perceptions regarding grading, especially where they agree and
disagree, they can help teachers formulate grading practices that promote student
motivation, critical thinking and problem-solving skills. Training on assessment and
grading practices can be further infused into middle/high school teachers’ preparation
programs and ongoing professional development. Policy makers may consider a
curricular and programmatic overhaul of non-traditional teacher programs to include
more courses/training on assessments and grading prior to granting individual licensure
or program accreditation. A mentoring program to match teachers demonstrating
effective grading practices with those that are not can be developed to help teachers
improve their teaching and promote use of effective instructional and grading practices.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Historically, grading practices have varied widely among American schools.
Individual practices have sometimes been harmful to the learning process and students’
motivation to learn. Specifically, the grade of “zero” is too often assigned to students’
work that is missed, neglected or turned in late (Guskey, 2000). However, the zero is
seldom an accurate reflection of what a student has learned or is able to do (Raebeck,
1992). Instead, zeros are typically assigned to punish students for not displaying
appropriate effort or demonstrating adequate responsibility. In our nation’s secondary
schools, a wide variety of grading practices and frequent use of zeros are prevalent,
especially in our middle and high grades 6-12. Yet, if grades are to represent how well
students have learned or mastered learning standards, then the practice of assigning
zeros clearly misses the mark.
Admittedly, the large majority of the nation’s grading policies perpetuates and
even encourages the use of ineffective grading practices, such as the use of zeros. For
example, a suburban school district’s grading policy in West Tennessee states that “A
reasonable number of academic points may be deducted from a student’s academic grade
for failure to submit homework or other assigned academic work on the date specified by
the teacher” (Legacy SCS Policy 5014 & 5015, 2012, p.1). Since there are no parameters
to further define a number of academic points, far too many middle and high school
teachers take the liberty to remove all academic points for assignments turned in late or
not at all, which is a common approach practiced by an inordinate number of the nation’s
middle and high school teachers.
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Secondary school teachers are not alone. All K-12 teachers adopt different
classroom assessment and grading practices to evaluate students’ learning outcomes, and
they spend much of their classroom time engaged in student assessment related activities
(Kolio-Keaikitse, 2012). Teachers control classroom assessment activities and
environments by designing how they assess their students, the frequency of these
assessments, and how they give students feedback. All of these actions are clear
indications that classroom assessment and grading play an integral role in the teaching
and learning process. Just like teachers everywhere, teachers in this sample population
are the key drivers of classroom practices and student success. Their instructional,
assessment and grading practices are a means by which the education system is enhanced
and defined (Nenty, Adedoyin, Odili, & Major, 2007). For this reason, it is important to
understand what teachers believe about grading practices, their perceptions regarding
grading importance and usefulness as well as how grading might affect student
motivation and reflect teacher self-efficacy. In addition, it is also important to understand
how teachers interact with the grading scale itself. Grades are supposed to represent a
level of academic mastery, yet the way teachers utilize the grade scale often varies from
district to district, from school to school, and teacher to teacher, even those teaching the
same subject in the same school. Inconsistency is the norm when it comes to assigning
grades to students’ performance (Cizek, Fitgerald, & Rachor, 1996; McMillan, Myran, &
Workman, 2002).
In addition, the “standard” 100-point scale with 10-point intervals (90-100 = A;
80-89 = B; 70-79 =C; 60-69 = D; lower than 59 = F) is now the most widely used
system found in secondary K-12 grading policy in the United States (Reeves, 2011).
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This standard grading scale further perpetuates grading practices that are orientated
toward failure rather than success. Students have an approximate 40% chance of success
and a 60% chance for failure under the standard grading scale; and when teachers
commonly assign zeros, this standard system can easily thrust students into academic
failure.
Even in schools where established grading policies offer guidelines to teachers for
assigning grades, significant variation remains in the grading practices of individual
teachers (Brookhart, 1994). Guskey (2009) cites that one reason for such variation lies in
the lack of training teachers receive in grading and reporting. Most teachers have little to
no knowledge of grading methods, the advantages and shortcomings of each, or the
effects of different grading policies on students (Brookhart & Nitko, 2008). Guskey
(2009) also claims that because recollections of these experiences vary among teachers,
so do the grading policies and practices they employ.
Despite variation in teacher grading practices, grades have a powerful influence
on students. As a reflection on teachers’ judgment of students’ achievement and
behavior in school, grades ideally provide students with information they can use to
improve performance (Guskey, 2009). In addition, the grades teachers assign to students
also have been shown to have strong and lasting effects on students’ attitudes,
persistence in school, and motivation to learn (Brookhart, 2004).
Background to the Study
Guskey and Bailey (2001) and Marzano (2000) have documented the history of
grading controversies for more than a century. These researchers have synthesized
decades of research with similar findings: Neither the weight of scholarship nor common
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sense seems to have influenced grading policies in many schools. Practices vary greatly
among teachers in the same school—and even worse; the practices best supported by
research are rarely in evidence (Reeves, 2008).
Guskey (2000) states that in step with grading polices, many teachers assign zeros
to students’ work that is missed, neglected or turned in late. Teachers will discount points
on assessments for students’ failure to place his/her name on a paper or lower whole
letter grades if a student misses a turn-in deadline. Thus, if a grade is to represent
academic learning, then the practice of assigning zeros for behavioral expectations
thwarts that effort. The effect of assigning zeros is intensified if combined with the
practice of averaging to attain a student’s overall course grade. Students readily see that
receiving a single zero leaves them little chance for success because an extreme score
drastically skews the average (Guskey, 2008). That is why, for example, in scoring
Olympic events such as gymnastics, diving, or ice-skating; the highest and lowest scores
are always eliminated. If they were not, one judge could control the entire competition
simply by giving extreme scores.
Guskey (2000) reminds that some teachers defend the practice of assigning zeros
by arguing that they cannot give students credit for work that is incomplete or not turned
in—and that is certainly true. However, there are far better ways to motivate and
encourage students to complete assignments in a timely manner than through the use of
zeros, especially considering the overwhelmingly negative effects. Guskey states there is
a remedy that will make grading and reporting a more accurate reflection of what
students have learned. Guskey (2000) writes:
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Students certainly should learn to accept responsibility for their actions
and should be held accountable for their work. Nevertheless, no evidence
demonstrates that assigning zeros helps teach students these lessons. Unless
educators are willing to admit that grades are used to show evidence of
students’ lack of effort and responsibility, then alternatives to the practice
of assigning zeros must be found. One alternative approach is to assign an I (or
Incomplete) grade with explicit requirements for completing the work. For
example, students whose work is incomplete or not turned in on time might be
required to attend after-school study sessions or special Saturday classes until
their work is completed to a satisfactory level. In other words, they are not let “off
the hook” with a zero. Instead, students learn that they have certain
responsibilities in school and that their actions have specific consequences. Not
completing assigned work on time means that students must attend special afterschool sessions to complete the work. Implementing such a policy may require
additional funding and support; still, the payoffs are likely to be great. Not only is
this approach more beneficial to students than simply assigning a zero, it is also a
lot more fair. (p. 27)
Reeves supports the research and beliefs of Guskey. In 2006, Reeves asked this
question: What would preventing 1,000 course failures mean for your school system?
Reeves (2006) answered by stating that for administrators, it would mean 1,000 fewer
repeated courses that would have to be worked into students’ schedules. For teachers, it
would mean hundreds of students who are more likely to be motivated and engaged
instead of angry, disengaged, and discouraged. Most important, for students, it would
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mean an opportunity to learn that persisting, listening to teacher feedback, and working
hard do make a difference. It would mean the chance to say with confidence, “I am a
successful student.”
The teachers and leadership at Ben Davis High School in Indianapolis, Indiana,
embraced Reeves’ challenge in a successful attempt to lower course failures. In the spring
of 2006, Ben Davis High School engaged in a “no failure” campaign and reduced the
number of course failures by an astounding 1,006 compared with the previous year. This
comprehensive high school serving more than 3,000 students has a population that
includes 43% minority students, 9% English language learners, and 45% students who
qualify for free or reduced lunch (Reeves, 2006).
When interviewing Principal Joel McKinney, Reeves (2006) found that student
mobility at Ben Davis was on the rise, and the number of low-income and secondlanguage students was growing. So, how did teachers and school leaders prevent student
failures? According to Principal McKinney, his reformed grading system was key.
Reeves (2006) found that the Ben Davis staff was well versed in the research on student
feedback, grading and motivation. This research provides abundant evidence that grading
systems are only effective if they are accurate, fair and timely (Guskey & Bailey, 2001;
Marzano, 2000; Reeves, 2004). Reeves (2006) also discovered at Ben Davis, teachers
have largely eliminated the use of a zero grade, the inappropriate use of averages, and the
assignment of poor grades as punishment. They know that it is not how students start
each semester that counts, but how they finish.
Ben Davis High is not alone in grading reform. Reeves (2006) found in Douglas
County, Colorado, for example, the middle school grading policy explicitly states that
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later grades have more weight than earlier grades. A growing number of schools
differentiate between academic proficiency and work habits because they recognize that
students can be proficient in math and deficient in work habits; and students can be
delightful, compliant, and sociable, yet deficient in math. Overall, by contrast, the
majority of the nation’s K-12 schools are not so willing to implement grading systems
that take such differentiation into account.
Statement of the Problem
Current standard K-12 grading policies allow for grading practices that are
inaccurate and often ineffective such as conflating academic mastery with effort,
completion of homework, turning in assignments on time, student behavior, and extra
credit as well as assigning zeros for missing work. To remedy, research offered suggests
that grading policies must be altered to better align with effective grading practices that
provide accurate, specific, and timely feedback designed to improve student performance.
This study will attempt to determine K-12 teachers’ views about grading practices and
their relationship to grade levels taught, district policy, teacher effectiveness summative
and observation scores, training and years of teaching experience.
Research Questions
There are a number of questions that drive this study:
1. Is there a significant difference of teachers’ perceptions of assessment
and grading practices by grade levels taught or district policy?
2. Is there a significant difference of teachers’ perceptions of assessment
and grading practices by teachers’ Teacher Evaluation Measure
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(TEM/TEAM) 2012 summative score and 2013 overall observation
score?
3. Is there a significant difference of teachers’ perceptions of assessment
and grading practices by years of teaching experience and teachers’
training?
Hypothesis
There is no significant difference at the .05 alpha level between teachers’
perceptions of assessment/ grading practices and grade levels taught, district policy,
combination of grade level and district policy, TEM/TEAM 2012 summative scores,
TEM/TEAM 2013 observation scores, experience or type of training.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine how teachers perceive the importance and
usefulness of grades and grading as well as how grading might affect student motivation.
In addition, this study also examines teachers’ perceived self-efficacy with respect to
grading and how teachers interact with the grading scale itself. Another purpose is to
ascertain whether or not there is a significant difference in teachers’ response if
participating teachers taught a particular grade level, were directed by specific district
policy, were rated ‘effective’ on summative and observation TEM/TEAM scores, had a
certain amount of teaching experience, or if they were traditionally or non-traditionally
trained.
Definition of Terms
Four Point Scale. Throughout this study, the Four-Point Scale will be understood
as a grading scale in which the range of grades is 1-4, using only whole numbers, with no
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option for a null grade (a zero) and no options for fractional grades (such as a 2.5 or a
3.75). Fractional grades are still allowable in aggregate when computing overall grade
point average under this scale, however. The whole number restriction only applies to
individual grades given/received on individual assignments and/or assessments (Reeves,
2004).
Non-Traditional Teacher Training. Also known as Alternate Route (AR)
Certification. AR is defined as “anything other than a four or five-year undergraduate
program in a college or university” (Zeichner & Paige, 2007, p. 3). AR teacher
certification serves as on-the-job training (Allen, 2003).
Standard Grading Scale (Model A). Throughout this study, the term ‘standard
grading scale’ will refer to the widely used 0-100 grading scale used in classrooms
throughout the country. In the Standard Grading Scale, an “A” falls within the 90-100
range, a “B” falls within the 80-89 range, a “C” falls within the 70-79 range, a “D” falls
within the 60-69 range, and an “F” falls anywhere between the 0-59 range (Reeves,
2011).
Standard Grading Scale (Model B). In some current schools systems, a variation
on Standard Model A is used in which the upper and lower limits of a particular grade
range are condensed and the “F” range is increased. For instance, in one version of
Standard Model B an “A” is often defined as 94-100, a “B” as 86-93, etc. Minor
variations on this theme are inconsequential for the purposes of this study; thus,
throughout this study, Standard Model B will refer to that aggregate of variations on
Standard Model A in which the 0-100 scale is maintained, but the grade ranges limiting
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what constitutes a passing grade are condensed, thereby increasing the range of the “F”
grade (Reeves, 2011).
Student Academic Success. Throughout this study, student academic success will
be measured against a number of different variables, but, in general, Student Academic
Success will be determined as a function of grades earned/received in direct correlation to
actual learning as measured against standardized learning outcomes (Reeves, 2006).
Teacher Effectiveness Rating. Using a 1-5 scale, teacher effectiveness is defined
as a Teacher Effectiveness Measure (TEM/TEAM) rating of 3 or above. A summative or
observation rating of 3 indicates that a particular teacher is producing one year's
academic growth with her students. A summative or observation rating of 4 indicates that
a particular teacher is producing more than one year’s academic growth with her students,
and a summative or observation rating of 5 indicates that a particular teacher is producing
two or more years of academic growth with her students inside one academic year.
Teacher Ineffectiveness Rating. Using a 1-5 scale, teacher ineffectiveness is
defined as a Teacher Effectiveness Measure (TEM/TEAM) rating of 2 or below. A
summative or observation rating of 2 indicates that a particular teacher is producing less
than one year’s academic growth with her students. A summative or observation rating of
1 indicates that a particular teacher is producing a half a year or less of academic growth
with her students, inside one academic year.
Traditional Teacher Training. A 4- or 5-year university teacher education
preparation program that involves an experiential student teaching experience. This
training typically includes 3+ years of coursework at the undergraduate level, and at least
one full semester of student teaching under the tutelage of an effective mentor teacher.

10

Theoretical Framework
Laszlo and Laszlo (1997), Jackson (1992), and Banathy (1996) have outlined
various stages of the evolution of systems thinking. The first stage in the evolution of
systems thinking is known as hard systems thinking, which is practiced in engineering
fields. In this mode of thinking there is emphasis on the scientific and systematic method
of thinking about and solving problems. The second stage in the evolution is known as
organismic systems thinking, which emerged from the general systems theory movement
that was developed by systems theorist, Ludwig von Bertalanffy, a 18th century biologist,
who defied Descartes’ “scientific method.”
Descartes’ scientific method stated that a system could be broken down into its
individual components so that each component could be analyzed as an independent
entity, and the components could be added in a linear fashion to describe the totality of
the systems. Yet, Bertalanffy (1956) proposed that both of Descartes’ systems were
wrong. Bertalanffy said that a system is characterized by the interactions of its
components and the nonlinearity of those interactions. Bertalanffy (1956) emphasized
that a system is open and that the open system interacts with its surrounding environment;
a change in environment would in effect initiate a change in the system. Additionally, a
change in the system would initiate a change in the environment. This notion has greatly
influenced the study of all living systems, including large social systems such as schools.
The school system has a number of educational stakeholders in the school
community (e.g., parents, teachers, students, civil servants, and clergy) that have a vested,
interdependent interest in the system. A major reason for the vested interest of diverse
members of a society is that ideally, a stakeholder in a democracy should be interested in
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ensuring that every child be provided with the best educational opportunities (Clinton,
1996; Goodlad, 2002), in order to continue the progression of society. The education of
our children is directly related to the quality of government, level of crime, and the
amount of retirement support (through FICA and Medicare payments) that all members
of our society can expect. Thus, a quality education produces quality citizens dependent
on each other for educational and societal success.
Educational success, according to the General Systems Theory, is fully dependent
on the interrelated sum of its parts, including the assessments and grading practices
therein. Therefore, system design is an important aspect of ensuring that the whole
system is working optimally. According to Banathy (1991), systems design in the context
of any human system is a future-creating activity. People engage in it based on their
vision of what their system should be. This forward-thinking design is fundamental in
General Systems Theory, as transforming the existing state to a desired future state is
essential to systemic sustainability.
Schools are good examples of open social systems that contain five basic
elements: inputs, transformation process, outputs, feedback and the environment
(Lunenburg, 2010). This open system view can provide a framework for analyzing the
process of education and the role grading plays in that process. According to opensystems views, schools constantly interact with their environments. In fact, they need to
structure themselves to deal with the forces in the world around them. Consider college
entrance requirements, which shape the graduation requirements and grading process for
high schools, for example. Since colleges require a minimum of 4 years of math for
entrance, high schools build in 4 years of required math for high school graduation. Since
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colleges primarily utilize the Standard Grade Scale that includes quantifying course
success, high schools follow suit and build in the same grading scales. It would be
difficult to translate a pure qualitative reporting of success in high school, like a
standards-based reporting system, to most college entry requirements, which are
numerical by design. Thus, the open system of schools affects people in the school and
those outside it—in both the community it’s moving from and the one it’s moving to.
According to Green (2010), effective, impactful schools are multifaceted open
social systems that have a solid connection between and among all of the parts. School
stakeholders have come to terms with the need to develop an array of positive
connections among themselves, their students, and their colleagues as well as with
various members of the external community (Green, 2010). Moreover, the school
stakeholders knowingly create the nature of the organization understanding that such
positive, interconnections do not naturally occur (Kast & Rosenzweig, 1972). In fact, as
Katz and Kahn (1966) stated:
Social structures are essentially contrived systems. They are made of men
and are imperfect systems. They can come apart at the seams overnight, but they
can also outlast by centuries the biological organisms, which originally created
them. The cement, which holds them together, is essentially psychological rather
than biological. Social systems are anchored in the attitudes, perceptions,
beliefs, motivations, habits, and expectations of human beings. (p. 33)
This viewpoint suggests that questions about organization or school effectiveness
must be primarily concerned with the ‘human beings,’ or teachers, that make up the
critical mass of adults that anchor the system. It is the beliefs, perceptions, habits, etc. of
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teachers that pervade a school culture and dominate a way of being. Teachers comprise
the fabric of the suprasystem and intentionally determine how tightly woven or aligned
the subsystems will be. According to Green (2010):
[Teachers and principals in healthy systems/schools] realize that schools are
social systems comprised of a large number of individuals employed to perform
specific functions. Because functions in the schoolhouse are interdependent
and interrelated, there has to be an interconnection. The extent to which one
individual is able to complete a task in an effective manner is dependent on
the cooperation, collaboration, and often, the extent to which the other
individuals complete assigned tasks. Because of the interdependency of the work,
individuals have to build relationships sufficient to make strong connections
with other individuals in the organization. This connection causes the
organization to function effectively. (p. 209)
Therefore, grades and assessing student work are specific classroom functions
that do not benefit individual teachers to tackle alone, yet many do. As Green (2010)
states, to effectively complete tasks and perform assign roles, individuals must function
as a part of the larger system, connecting with other individuals and elements in both the
internal and external environments of the schoolhouse.
Systems such as schools use four kinds of inputs or resources from the
environment: human resources, financial resources, physical resources and information
resources (Lunenburg, 2010). Grades are a part of the information resources a school uses
to report success, measure progress, determine student schedules and more. In schools, it
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is the responsibility of the principal and teachers to secure and use inputs, such a grades,
to produce outputs.
In social systems, outputs are the attainment of goals or objectives of the school
district and are represented by products, results, outcomes or accomplishments
(Lunenburg, 2010). Although the kinds of outputs will vary with a specific school, they
usually include annual growth and achievement levels of students, which compel internal
school grading processes throughout the school year as a means to track, sort and
measure student growth and achievement. Grading systems are a part of the feedback
loop in the classroom, school and environment. Grades inform students and parents as to
a student’s progress or success on assignments, and final grades inform students, parents
and organizations beyond the K-12 environment as to a student’s progress or success by
course or subject.
Grades as feedback are crucial to the success of the system, or school operation.
Poor grades, or negative feedback, for example, can be used to correct deficiencies in the
transformation or learning process, which in turn will have an effect on the school’s
future outputs—such as creating students to become educated citizens capable of
contributing to society (Lunenburg, 2010). Thus, grades as feedback are used as a control
mechanism to correct deficiencies in the inputs; then a school can use the inputs to teach
students who are then exported into the outside environment. Student graduates continue
to contribute energy to the school system in the form of one or more resources (human,
financial, physical or information). The importation of new energy into the system
triggers a new cycle.
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Jenlink (1995) states that systems design is an inseparable part of the systemic
change cycle. Thus, if the desire is the educational ideal for all students in an open social
system (educated citizens capable of contributing to society), then educational inputs,
such as grading practices, must match that desire. Presently, the nation’s grading systems
prove ineffective and flawed by design, and General Systems Theory calls for a different
approach for the good of the system.
Significance of the Study
The implications for this study are broad and profound. Grading is virtually a
universal experience in the modern classroom, and nearly all teachers and students
participate in the feedback loop of grading. Grades as a measurement of student success
are often the only measurements that carry value to the modern student and are among
the few measurements looked at by parents, teachers, colleges, and even employers as a
sign of academic achievement and a predictor of ongoing success as a student or
employee. When there is a disconnect between grading methodologies and actual student
learning, the limitations of grades as a predictor of future success is limited severely.
Additionally, when a grading scale is used in the classroom that actually serves to inhibit
student achievement and fails as an accurate measure of student potential and success,
then one of the major indicators used not only in educational settings but also throughout
our contemporary socio-economic environment is actually counter-productive. Thus, the
proposed study has wide-ranging implications. Findings from this study may add to a
body of existing knowledge about grading and assessment theory and practice. It can also
serve as a framework for developing teacher preparation and professional development in
the effective use of classroom assessments and grading practices.
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Limitations and Delimitations
This study is limited by the organizational relationship between the researcher and
the participants (The researcher was employed in a central office role that supervised all
the participants involved in the study). Participants may have felt compelled to provide
answers they thought the district or the researcher wanted to hear. To reduce this impact,
all survey participants remained anonymous and only grade levels, not school names, of
the participants were recorded. Furthermore, though the sample size was large (2,996
participants), the district has a total of over 9,000 teachers. The sample represents less
than one-third of the district’s total teacher population, so generalizations to the entire
district, or other educators in districts of similar size, do not readily transfer.
Though this study may reveal some important findings that can inform policy and
practice, such findings will be limited to only one type of research method. Focusing on
only survey of perceptions without observing actual assessment and grading classroom
practices, analyzing relevant data and documents, or having dialogue with teachers is a
major limitation in this study. Qualitative approaches may give a clearer picture of
classroom assessment and grading practices teachers perceive to be effective. Therefore,
further research where qualitative approaches are used is recommended.
Chapter Overview
There are very few aspects of the modern educational system that are more
universal than grading, and the implementation of a particular grading practices are often
choice made, either directly or indirectly, by every teacher and every school system in the
nation and beyond. From the students’ perspective, the grades they receive are not
merely objective measures that quantify degrees of achievement on a particular
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assignment or in a particular class, unit, or module; instead, they are often indicators of
self-worth, or harbingers of future successes or failures, or even the outward and visible
markers delineating social status among peers or even power-relationships among
individuals and groups in the public educational arena. Thus, it would be hard to
overstate the significance that grades (and the grading scales and grading methodologies
used by teachers) have on the contemporary student. With this in mind, it seems clear
that close analysis of the relationships among grading practices, scales, methodologies,
theories, and teacher effectiveness cuts to the very heart of the modern educational
system’s business. If this study demonstrates that a shift in grading paradigm results in a
general shift in teacher effectiveness (and subsequently student success rates), then this
study will be one step toward improving student learning.
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Chapter 2
Review of Literature
The following will investigate the literature relevant to several aspects of this
study. Literature identifying the issues—past and present—prevalent in K-12 grading
systems will provide the basis for a comprehensive review of historical grading patterns
and trends. In addition, literature that discerns grading points of agreement will help
shape a discussion focusing on effective grading practices, and literature on grading
scales will be discussed to illuminate the mathematical disproportion found in standard
grading scales. Finally, literature that addresses teachers’ beliefs of classroom assessment
and a current look at state and local grading policies will be highlighted. A summary,
bringing together the seven areas of literature reviewed, will close out the chapter.
Grading Issues
Charged with the task of leading a committee that would revise his school’s
grading and reporting system, Committee On Grading, Warren Middleton (1933)
described the work this way:
The Committee On Grading was called upon to study grading procedures.
At first, the task of investigating the literature seemed to be a rather hopeless
one. What a mass and what a mess it all was! Could order be brought out of
such chaos? Could points of agreement among American educators concerning
the perplexing grading problem actually be discovered? It was with considerable
misgiving and trepidation that the work was finally begun. (p. 5)
Few educators today would find the work of Middleton and his colleagues to be
particularly surprising. In fact, most probably would sympathize with his lament
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(Guskey, 1996). What they might find surprising, however, is that this report from the
Committee On Grading was published in 1933! The issues on grading and reporting on
student learning have perplexed educators for the better part of this century (Guskey,
1996.) Yet, despite all the debate and the multitude of studies, coming up with
prescriptions for best practice seems as challenging today as it was for Middleton and his
colleagues almost 80 years ago.
Although teachers generally try to develop grading policies that are honest and
fair, strong evidence shows that their practices vary widely, even among those that teach
at the same grade level within the same school (Guskey, 2001). In essence, grading is an
exercise in professional judgment on the part of teachers. It involves the collection and
evaluation of evidence on students’ achievement or performance over a specified period
of time, such as a nine weeks, an academic semester, or entire school year. Guskey
(2001) states that through this process, various types of descriptive information and
measures of students’ performance are converted into grades that summarize students’
accomplishments.
To be fair, grading is a complex task and process because it is guided by an array
of issues such as; results that come from assessments, teachers’ beliefs and values, and
overall learning goals. Part of that process includes giving students feedback, and grades
serve as an intimate part of that feedback loop. Yet, grades can have major life
implications as students, teachers, parents, colleges and beyond have certain perceptions
about them. Grades also have ethical implications because they are concerned with
fairness and the rights of students (Koloi-Keaikitse, 2012). The legitimacy of grades is
entirely dependent on the grading practices that teachers adopt. They should be reliable,
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valid, comparable, and fair (McMillian, 2008). Yet, history has revealed our continued
struggle with grading and reporting.
History of Grading
Giving students’ grades is a relatively recent phenomenon in education. In fact,
prior to 1850, grading and reporting were virtually unknown in schools in the United
States. Throughout much of the nineteenth century, most schools grouped students of all
ages and backgrounds together with one teacher in one-room schoolhouses, and few
students went beyond elementary studies (Nava & Loyd, 1992). The teacher reported
students’ learning progress orally to parents, usually during home visits to students’
homes (Nava & Loyd, 1992).
Universities, though, have always evaluated students, but the modern grading
system did not always exist. In fact, in the 18th century, there was no standardized means
of evaluating students, and certainly no means by which student performance at one
institution could be easily compared with students performance somewhere else (Durm,
1993). One of the first instances of an attempt to evaluate students systematically
appeared in the diary of Ezra Stiles, who was president of Yale University in the 18th
century (Kirschenbuam et al., 1971). In 1785, he divided students who were present for
an examination into four ranks or grades: optima, second optimi, inferiores and pejores—
Latin terms indicating relative quality, best, worse and worst (Kirschenbuam et al., 1971).
It was also at Yale University that a system resembling our current system was
first used. According to Durm (1993), in the first quarter of the 19th century, Yale kept
student information in what it called a Book of Averages; this book also sometimes
discussed rules and procedures for setting down exam results. The book mentioned the
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practice of recording averages of each student’s marks—a procedure still used in figuring
course grades—and also mentioned marking on a 4-point scale. While there is no
mention this early of letter grades we know today, the 4-point scale is probably the
precursor of today’s grade point average (Durm, 1993). Numerical scales were also used
elsewhere, but they varied by institution. College of William Mary used a 4-point scale,
with 1 as the best and 4 as the worst (Durm, 1993).
In the last half of the 19th century, colleges continued to experiment with various
scales for evaluating students and also grouped and classified them (Kirschenbuam, et al.,
1971). In 1897, Mount Holyoke College was the first to use letter grades tied to a
numerical or percentage scale (Kirschenbuam et al., 1971). The college awarded students
in percentages 95 to 100 an A, 85 to 94 a B, 76 to 84 a C, 75 a D, the lowest passing
grade, and anything below a 75 an E, which indicated a failing grade (Kirschenbuam et
al., 1971).
With the passage of compulsory attendance laws at the elementary level during
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the number of students entering high
schools increased rapidly (Guskey, 2001). Between 1870 and 1910, the number of public
high schools in the United States increased from 500 to 10,000 (Gutek, 1986). As a
result, subject areas in the high schools became increasingly specific; and student
populations became more diverse (Guskey, 2001). While elementary teachers continued
to use written descriptions to document student learning, high school teachers began to
employ percentages and other similar markings to certify students’ accomplishments in
different subject areas. This was the beginning of the grading and reporting systems we
know and use today (Kirschenbuam et al., 1971).
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The shift to percentage grading was gradual, and few American educators
questioned it (Guskey, 2001). The practice seemed a natural byproduct of the increased
demands on high school teachers, who now faced classrooms with growing numbers of
students. However, in 1912, Starch and Elliot, published a study that seriously
challenged the reliability of percentage grades as a measure of student achievement.
Starch and Elliot (1912) set out to determine the extent to which the personal values and
expectations of teachers influence their grading standards. In their experiment, which
included 142 schools grading identical English papers, Starch and Elliot (1912) found
that subjective feelings about papers influenced grading as well as many teachers were
influenced by neatness, spelling and punctuation (Guskey, 2001). While some teachers
focused on grammar and style, others considered only how well the message was
considered (Starch & Elliot, 1912). With over 30 different scores assigned to a single
paper and a range of over 40 points, Guskey (2001) says it is easy to see why this report
caused such a stir among educators.
Starch and Elliot’s study was immediately criticized by those who claimed
English teachers were naturally prone to be more subjective in their assessments of
students’ work (Guskey, 2001). To counter this criticism, Starch and Elliot (1913)
repeated their study the following year, using geometry papers, and found even greater
variation. Among 138 returns, scores on one of the papers ranged from 28 to 95: a 67point difference (Starch & Elliot, 1913). While some teachers deducted points only for a
wrong answer, many others took neatness, form, and spelling into consideration (Guskey,
2001). These demonstrations of wide variation in teachers’ grading practices led to a
gradual move away from percentage scores to scales that had fewer and larger categories
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(Guskey, 2001). One was a 3-point scale that employed the categories of Excellent,
Average and Poor. Another was the familiar 5-point scale of Excellent, Good, Average,
Poor, and Failing, or A, B, C, D, and F (Rugg, 1918). This reduction in the number of
score categories served to reduce the variation in grades, but it did not solve the problem
of subjectivity (Guskey, 2001).
To ensure a fairer distribution of grades among teachers and bring into check the
subjective nature of scoring, the idea of grading based on the normal probability, or
grading on the bell-shaped curve, became increasingly popular (Guskey, 2001). By this
method, students were simply rank-ordered according to some measure of their
performance proficiency. A top percentage was assigned a grade of A, the next
percentage a grade of B, and so on (Corey, 1930). Grading on the curve was considered
appropriate because, at the time, it was well known that the distribution of students’
intelligence test scores approximated a normal probability curve (Middleton, 1933). Since
innate intelligence and school achievement were thought to be directly related, such a
procedure seemed both fair and equitable (Middleton, 1993).
In the years that followed, the debate over grading and reporting intensified. A
number of schools abolished formal grades altogether, believing they were a distraction
in teaching and learning (Chapman & Ashbaugh, 1925). Some schools returned to using
only verbal descriptions of student achievement. Others advocated pass-fail systems that
distinguished only between acceptable and failing work (Good, 1937). Still others
advocated a mastery approach, in which the only important factor was whether or not the
student had mastered the content or skill. Once the student had demonstrated mastery of a
skill, that student would move on to other areas of study (Heck, 1938).
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Grading Points of Agreement
At the beginning of the 21st century, lack of consensus about what works best has
led to a wide variation in teachers’ grading and reporting practices even though the topic
remained a favorite for researchers (Guskey, 2001). A review of the Educational
Resources Information Center (ERIC) system, for example, yields a reference list of more
than 4,000 citations. Most of these references are essays about problems in grading and
what should be done about them, and the research studies consist mainly of teacher
surveys. Guskey (1996) states that although this literature is inconsistent both in the
quality of studies and in results, several points of agreement exist:
1. Grading and reporting are not essential to instruction. Teachers do
not need grades or reporting forms to teach well, and students can
and do learn without them. We must recognize , therefore, that the
primary purpose of grading and reporting is other than facilitation
of teaching and learning.
2. No one method of grading and reporting serves all purposes well.
Various grading and reporting methods are used to: (a) communicate
the achievement status of students to their parents and other interested
parties; (b) provide information to students for self-evaluation; (c)
select, identify and group students for certain educational paths or programs;
(d) provide incentives for students to learn; and (e) document students’
performance to evaluate the effectiveness of instructional programs.
3. Grading and reporting will always involve some degree of subjectivity.
Regardless of method used, assigning grades or reporting on student
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learning is inherently subjective. In addition, the more detailed the reporting
method and the more analytic the process, the more likely subjectivity
will influence results.
4. Grades have some values as rewards, but no value as punishments. Although
educators undoubtedly prefer that motivation to learn be entirely intrinsic,
grades and other reporting methods are important factors in determining
how much effort students put forth. Most students view high grades as
positive recognition of their success, and some work hard to avoid the
consequence of low grades. At the same time, no studies support the use of
low grades as punishments. Instead of prompting greater effort, low grades
most often cause students to withdraw from learning.
5. Grading and reporting should always be done in reference to learning criteria,
and never on the curve. Using the normal probability curve as a basis for
assigning grades typically yields greater consistency in grade distributions
from one teacher to the next. The practice, however, is detrimental to both
teaching and learning. Grading on the curve communicates nothing about
what students know and are able to do, and grading on the curve makes
learning a highly competitive activity in which students compete against one
another for the few scarce rewards (high grades) distributed by the teacher.
When grading and reporting relate to learning criteria, teachers are able to
provide a clearer picture of what students have learned. There are three broad
learning criteria categories: product, process and progress criteria. (p. 28)
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Additionally, other areas of alignment include more assurance that grades are
accurate, meaningful, consistent, and supportive of learning. O’Connor (2011) states that
if any of these conditions are lacking, then grades fail as effective measures. First and
foremost, accuracy requires that behaviors and attitudes be separated from achievement,
so that can grades can serve as a pure measures of achievement. When behavior, extra
credit, zeros, submission after dates due and academic dishonesty are mixed in with
academic grades, the grade results are conflated and impure and simply do not represent
students’ mastery of content. To make grades meaningful, they must be based on
standards, or learning criteria, as stated by Guskey (1996). This means teachers make
shifts in their grade books from assignments or assessments as benchmarks to standards
to guide and monitor learning targets. For consistency, it is important to have clearly
described performance standards that teachers interpret in the same way (O’Connor,
2011). A few well-written descriptors becomes the basis for scoring tools, or rubrics,
used for assessing student work. This means elimination of the percentage system since
we cannot clearly describe all 100 levels. Maybe the most important point of agreement
with regard to assessment and grading is to make sure that students understand that the
focus of the classroom is about their learning, not just accumulating points. Grades are
intended mainly to communicate the achievement status of students to their parents. The
grade, then, symbolizes the extent to which a student has attained the important
instructional goals of the reporting period for which the grade is assigned (Frisbie &
Waltman, 1992). Grades would not be needed if there was no need to communicate out
achievement to parents (or others outside of the school setting); students can certainly
learn without them.
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John Goodlad (1963) supported the notion of “non-gradedness” that allows
teachers to be freed from teaching predetermined graded content within specific time
intervals. He suggested that teachers adjust their lessons to ensure that students grasp
concepts, skills and content over time and not default to the traditional bindings of
reporting and marking periods found in the majority of American schools, especially
secondary schools. Goodlad (1963) claims that teachers in non-graded schools would
give progress reports to parents that assess the levels of accomplishment attained by each
student, not comparing student-to-student progress. These records would be suited to
capture how each child is individually moving along in his or her development. Such
progress reports provide holistic and individualized evaluations that are continuous,
comprehensive and diagnostic, which means more is under the control of teachers than is
the case with grade structured situations (Anderson & Pavan, 1993). Yet, as Goodlad
(1963) warned, schools attempting to implement a non-graded system will likely face
opposition and confusion internally from parents and the community since “nongradedness” challenges many long-standing elements of schooling, including grading
processes that are expected by way of the Standard Grading Scale. Despite research and
evidence that support the conclusion that students in non-graded settings work harder,
more comfortably and achieve more and better results than graded students do, teachers
have largely rejected the notion of “non-gradedness” because they no longer have the
luxury of clearly laid out textbooks and curriculum; instead, to individualize assessments
and reporting, they would have to constantly adjust their lessons and often use a myriad
of more expensive and supplementary books (Schugurensky, 2002). Unfortunately,
teachers are generally insufficiently trained in assessment and grading practices, so they
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often opt for the more operational nature of graded lessons and assignments (Anderson &
Paven, 1993).
The grading dilemma facing educators today remains the same as it has for much
of the last century. Since the introduction of percentages in public high schools in the
early 1900s, grading and grade reporting have recycled more than they have evolved
(Reedy, 1995).
Effective Grading Practices
Reeves (2008) says that to break the cycle of reusing old practices, we must
challenge the prevailing grading practices. Yet, education in particular—a profession that
prides itself on progress—is deeply rooted in past convictions (Reeves, 2011). We lay
claim to 21st century learning by placing an electronic board at the front of the class, yet
we lecture as if electricity had not been yet invented (Reeves, 2011). It is inaccurate to
purport forward thinking when most are still utilizing traditional teaching and learning
practices (Guskey, 2001).
Further, it is difficult to give up what many teachers see as an instrument of
control (Kohn, 1999). Teachers will use grades as a means to manipulate student
classroom behaviors such as showing up on time, handing in work by a deadline, keeping
quiet in the classroom and much more. Teachers will “bribe” students with good grades
(A’s) or threaten students with poor ones (F’s) to complete assignments. The questions
remains—would students have a reason to complete the assignment(s) without grades? If
the answer is “no,” this suggests a necessary examination of one’s classroom practices
and perceptions of teaching and learning. “If I can’t give a child a better reason for
studying than a grade on a report card, I ought to lock my desk and go home and stay
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there” (DeZouche, 1945). Teachers who can give a student a better reason for studying,
like an engaging curriculum, don’t need to depend on grades. Research substantiates this:
when the curriculum is engaging—for example, when it involves hands-on, interactive
learning activities—students who aren’t graded at all perform just as well as those who
are graded (Moeller & Reschke, 1993). Reeves (2011) says that while no grading system
is perfect, we can take clear definitive steps toward improving the process and practices
of grading, and we can make significant improvements in the accuracy of grading
through the avoidance of unintentional mathematical distortions in our grading practices
particularly at the secondary level.
O’Connor (2011) states that grades are broken when zeros are entered into a
student’s academic record for missing evidence or as punishment for transgressions.
When combined with other evidence, the resulting grade is a mathematical distortion and
does not accurately reflect student achievement. According to O’Connor (2011), there are
several fixes for the use of zeros in grading, including use of the “I” as a final grade for
Incomplete or Insufficient Evidence. Students whose work is incomplete or not turned in
on time might be required to attend after-school study sessions or special Saturday
classes until their work is complete to a satisfactory level (Guskey 2000). In other words,
they are not “let off the hook” with a zero; instead students learn that they have certain
responsibilities in school and that their actions have specific consequences (Guskey,
2000).
Reeves (2004) agrees by stating that the appropriate consequence for failing to
complete an assignment is to require the student to complete the assignment. Instead of
punishing students with a zero, which will not increase motivating for future assignments,
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provide the appropriate consequence for students who fail to complete an assignment
(Guskey, 2001). Reeves (2004) encourages students to lose privileges—free time and
unstructured class or study hall time—and required them to complete the assignment. The
price of freedom is proficiency, and students are motivated not by threats of failure but by
the opportunity to earn greater freedom and discretion by completing work accurately and
on time (Reeves, 2004).
Removing zeros as a grading option remains a controversial practice.
Hendrickson and Gable (1997) lamented that grading is heavily laden with moral
considerations. The embedded nature of moral instruction in the high school curriculum
was clearly a distinctive feature of American schools by the time they had become a
fixture of the educational landscape. Dewey (1909) argued that schoolteachers taught
morals “every moment of the day, five days a week” (p.3). Thus, American educators feel
the pull to teach accountability and responsibility as a cultural obligation, and the zero
provides an excellent opportunity for such teaching and student learning (Zoeckler,
2007). Zoeckler (2007) examined how teachers arrived at a fair grade while weighing
both achievement and non-achievement factors. The role of teacher expectations were
also examined using a theoretical framework that considers grading processes in terms of
truth, worthwhileness, trust and intellectual and moral attentiveness. What emerged from
this study was that teachers continue to struggle with issues as they grade students’ work
or disallow grades, like a choice zero. The main argument that Zoeckler (2007) made was
that teachers’ grading and feedback to students is influenced by teachers’ values and
beliefs. Zoeckler argued that even though teachers’ moral issues in assessment often go
unexplained, they play a major role in the assessment practices they adopt. The thinking

31

among teachers is that if schools are moral undertakings, then the moral features of that
culture must be passed on, and in doing so, the teacher’s obligation is both to the students
and to the culture of which they are a part.
With the advent of a national Common Core Curriculum Standards, it may be a
good time to rethink and shift traditional assessment and grading practices. The Common
Core Curriculum lends itself to more diversity in the classroom with a focus on the
individual learner, which means teachers must teach to the different levels of student
development—and be more flexible as to how they report learning outcomes since each
student does not develop along the same rigid continuum as prescribed by the current
grading structures. Lahey (2014) reports that the Common Core may be the nudge
educators need to stop using the “fuzzy logic” currently employed through use of letter
and point grades. Instead, Lahey urges a standards-based grading system to support
Common Core’s goal of learning mastery, not point accumulation, and the Common Core
Curriculum Standards may provide a national frame to bolster such a renewed approach.
The Common Core State Standards, already adopted by 45 states, are a ready-made,
comprehensive list of standards for math and English, which can be used to communicate
what a particular student has learned in a given marking period. Instead of reporting a
“B” for Johnny’s 8th grade math course, a standards-based approach would provide very
explicit and clear communication of what Johnny knows and is able to do. For example,
using language taken directly from the Common Core Standards, a teacher would report
that Johnny “knows and is able to apply properties of integer exponents to generate
equivalent numerical equations (Common Core, 2014). Instead of a failing grade, a
student would receive feedback against a particular standard that would read “Partially
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Proficient” or “Not Proficient” indicating there is more student work and learning to be
accomplished in the future. Standards-based grading allows for more tailored,
informative communication between the teacher and student (and teacher to parents) on
an ongoing basis so mid-course corrections can be made. In point- and letter-based
grading systems, a failing grade of “F” does not provide the information a student needs
to adjust learning and practice and often comes too late in the reporting process to allow
students to recover and pass the course.
Because grades are seen as a measure of merit, many youths feel marginal to the
central school population partly because they are receiving messages (in the form of
failing grades) that they do not belong in school (Sinclair & Ghory, 1987). School grades
may reflect a student’s relative performance in the school (Wood, 1994) or may reflect
“an easy lie” that tells nothing about their actual performance (Tomlinson, 1994).
Dockery (1995) pointed out that grading scales are often arbitrary and vary from teacher
to teacher, that grades may be used to influence behavior and thus not accurately depict
academic performance, and “zeros are motivation killers” (p. 34). As a result, studies
regularly demonstrate that classroom teachers continue to consider multiple factors
(accountability, responsibility, effort, attitude, morality, etc.) as well as achievement.
The zero lies in the hodgepodge of grading and moral practices (Zoeckler, 2007).
Lekoko and Kolio (2007) conducted a survey with pre-service teachers enrolled in
university education classes. The purpose of this study was to explore students’
perceptions regarding the correlation of teachers’ feedback and the grades teachers award
to students. Students revealed some experiences regarding how their work is graded and
the nature of the feedback they received. The study revealed that teachers did not provide
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adequate feedback or comments that could help students better understand where they
went wrong; teachers gave low marks that are not accounted for in terms of what and
how the teacher arrived at the marks; there was no reconciliation of marks and comments
accompanying them. The main argument that Lekoko and Koloi (2007) made in this
study was that when there is a discrepancy between teachers’ comments and grades
students receive, students are left frustrated as this robs them of their potential to improve
their learning. For this reason, it is essential that teachers engage in assessment, grading
and reporting training that would give them the necessary skills to utilize effective
grading practices. Absent pre-service or even in-service training in this area, teachers
tend to rest on grading practices that were used on them as students or that their
colleagues across the hall employ (Allen, 2005).
To compound the lack of training, teachers use various assessment methods to
collect information to be used for making decisions about students’ learning progress.
Teachers need to have a basic understanding of building valid assessments so the
analysis, by way of grading, can be properly informed. Assessment information is
fundamental, as it can help teachers understand how they construct classroom
assessments for evaluating students’ learning (McMillan et al., 2002). What should be
realized is that classroom assessment information that teachers collect not only benefits
the students, but also aides teachers to evaluate their teaching practices by learning what
they taught well and what they need to modify. Debate still ensues regarding what level
of statistical acumen is truly necessary for a classroom K-12 teacher to properly analyze
and interpret assessment information. Guskey (2002) argues that teachers need only
simple tallies of how many missed each assessment item or failed to meet specific
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criterion, which would mean that teachers need only the most basic statistical
competencies to assess well. Yet, most district policies call for more than the basics.
While there is no nationally-mandated grading scheme in the United States, the most
frequently used grading systems include a criterion-referenced approach that is based on
a fixed numeric scale, usually equated to a letter mark, from which the faculty assign
grades based on the individual performance of each student. The scale does not change
regardless of the quality, or lack thereof, of the students. This standard grading scale is
codified in policies across many districts throughout the country, requiring teachers to
use a standard measurement that employees a 100-point grade range with little to no
calibration of its use between practitioners.
Grading Scales
Reeves (2004) states that even though questionable grading practices, such as the
use of zeros, remain prevalent in American schools, the punishment does not fit the crime
on the standard grading scale. For example, the common use of the zero today is based on
a standard 100-point scale, which defies mathematical accuracy (Reeves, 2004). On a
100-point scale, the interval between numerical and letter grades is typically 10 points,
with the break points at 90, 80, 70, and so on. But when the zero is applied to a 100-point
scale, the interval between D and F is not 10 points but 60 points (Reeves, 2004).
Reeves (2004) asserts:
Most state standards in mathematics require that fifth grade
students understand the principles of ratios—for example, A
is to B as 4 is to 3; D is to F as 1 is to zero. Yet the persistence
of the zero on a 100-point scale indicates that many people with
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advanced degrees, including those with more background in
mathematics than the typical teacher, have not applied the ratio
standard to their own professional practices. To insist on the use
of the zero on a 100-point scale is to assert that work that is not
turned in deserves a penalty that is many times more severe than
that assessed for work that is done wretchedly and is worth a D.
Readers are asked how many points would be awarded to a student
who failed to turn in work on a grading scale of 4, 3, 2, 1, 0, but not
a single person arrived at the answer of “minus 6.” Yet that is
precisely the logic that is employed when the zero is awarded on a
100-point scale. (p. 325)
Reeves (2004) contends if [he] were using a 4-point grading system, [he] could
give a zero without mathematical distortion. If an educator is using the standard 100point system, then the lowest possible grade is the numerical value of a D, minus the
same interval that separates every other grade. Typically, then, the mathematically
accurate value of an F is 50 points (Reeves, 2004). This is not—contrary to popular
mythology—“giving” student 50 points; rather, it is awarding a punishment that fits the
crime (Reeves, 2004). The students failed to turn in an assignment, so they received a
failing grade.
O’Connor (2011) agrees that the use of zero does not have to be an abandoned
practice. If the teacher has provided multiple and varied opportunities to learn and the
student still scores a zero, or a student simply has not turned in an assignment even with
no penalty for tardiness and extra/creative assistance with accomplishing the assignment,
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then a zero may have a place—just not in the standard 100-point scale (O’Connor, 2011).
If the policy included a four point grading scale, 1-4, then the use of zero wouldn’t have
such an extreme effect because the increments between each letter grade is proportionate
to the increment between each numerical grade—one point. An A represents a 4; a B
represents a 3; a C represents a 2; and an F represents a 1. So if a student fails to turn in
an assignment, and a score of 0 is recorded, the degree to which that 0 affects the whole
score is not devastating (Guskey, 2000).
To illustrate the mathematical proportion of the four-point scale, let’s say a high
school student scores an A, A, A, A, and does not turn in her final assignment, or uses the
wrong writing style, and receives a grade of 0 for her fifth and final project (Guskey,
2000). This translates into a 4, 4, 4, 4, and 0, which averages to a 3.2. A 3.2 equates to an
overall score of B for a final reporting grade on the 4-point scale, instead of the C
averaged with the use of the 100-point scale (Guskey, 2000).
Therefore, this student’s final score of B more accurately reflects her overall
mastery of the subject since the majority of her test grades were exemplary scores of A
(Guskey, 2000). To help this student and other students caught in the standard 100-point
grading scale trap nationwide, a change in grading scale from a 100-point scale to a 4point scale could ensure more consistent and accurate scores and minimize the prevalent
and common belief that giving students zeros will teach students to be more accountable
in the future (O’Connor, 2011).
An experimental research study conducted by Link (2012) focused on middle
grades summer school teachers’ use of the standard grading scale versus a 4-point
grading scale and resulting student course outcomes. Link contends that the current
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standard grading scale is flawed especially when teachers interact with the scale through
employment of ineffective assessment practices. Both the flawed scale and questionable
practices unfairly and often negatively impinge on students’ grades. While Link (2012)
asserts that it is not reasonable to eradicate current grading scales and practices, they can
be constructed in such a way as to limit the degree to which judgments based on nonacademic factors (maturity, timeliness, citizenship, etc.) factor into the grade itself. Link
set up three student groups in the study: one control group, another graded on the
standard scale with traditional grading practices, such as the use of zeros; and a third
group graded on a 4-point scale (with clear proficiency learning targets) with the teachers
disallowed the use of zeros. Link found that when both the four-point grade scale and no
zero grading practice were employed, course pass rates increased, especially in Math
courses. Overall, 38 more students passed Math in summer school compared to their
regular academic year that allowed teachers to use zeros and required them to use the
standard grade scale. Thus, a change in grading scale and process among study sites was
evident in pass rates outcomes. Additionally, the study further revealed that there was a
greater likelihood of increased course pass rates when teachers willing to employ less
traditional grading practices, like disallowing zeros, are involved (Link, 2012). Moreover,
Link found that teachers with fewer than 10 years of teaching experience were seemingly
more willing to embrace change in grading practices and that coupled with change in
grade scale from standard to 4-point, produced the most significant course pass rates
(2012).
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Teachers’ Beliefs about Classroom Assessment Practices
Despite grading scale, teachers’ beliefs play a major role in the grading process.
Rubie-Davies, Flint, and McDonald (2011) reported that even though teacher beliefs have
been found to play a major role in influencing their thoughts and behaviors that
contribute to student learning outcomes; they are less studied, compared to students’
beliefs. A practice that McMillian (2005) argued against as he asserted that research on
teacher beliefs must be intensified on a regular basis, particularly because understanding
teacher beliefs can lead to better ways of understanding their classroom practices (KoloiKeaiktse, 2012).
Regardless of mixed perceptions surrounding the context of teacher beliefs, some
researchers hold the view that “teacher beliefs” form an important process as they are
associated with what one knows or perceives as important. The set of beliefs and
knowledge that teachers have constructed as a result of their classroom experiences, both
as student and teacher, acts as a lens through which they view their practices (Bliem &
Davinroy, 1997). This lens can serve to facilitate or hinder teachers’ efforts as they set
about altering their actions in the classroom, depending on whether and the extent to
which their existing beliefs overlap with the philosophical underpinnings of proposed
changes to their practices (Bliem & Davinroy, 1997). Thus, it stands to reason that
teachers’ grading practices are likewise influenced by what teachers constitute are the
appropriate classroom grading practices. It also follows that when a reform effort
attempts to use assessment as a vehicle for improving instructional practices (e.g.,
Wiggins, 1989), these conceptions will come into play in determining the paths teachers
take. The precise way in which teachers implement new forms of assessment and whether
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the reform succeeds or fails will depend largely on their beliefs and knowledge regarding
measurement and its relation to instruction (Bliem & Davinroy, 1997). Thus, if
researchers desire to increase student classroom success by altering assessment and
grading practices, we must understand the belief system, or perceptions, underlying
teachers’ ways of evaluating their students’ learning.
Grading Policy
Oftentimes, grading policies do not reflect teacher beliefs or vice versa. Every
local education agency in the nation has some grading policy in place that dictates
classroom practices. Some states, like Louisiana, have uniform grading scales in policy
that are used by all K – 12 grade teachers as of the 2011 academic year without
exception—whether you are employed in a traditional setting, charter, or even
independent religious school. The state of Oregon, for example, passed House Bill 2220
in 2011 that compels school districts statewide to change their grading policies to be
more proficiency-based. Oregon specific spells out that proficiency-based grading does
not directly incorporate students’ behavior and attendance; instead, grading must be
based on what individual students can demonstrate by way of mastering skills. The state
has not adopted a true proficiency-based policy yet that would eliminate the A-B-C-D-F
grading format, but that’s the future goal (Krause, 2013). For now, all districts must
report two grades: one that affects their GPA and another that affects their citizenship. A
citizenship grade reflects one’ behavior, attendance and class participation (Krause,
2013). One teacher in the Corvallis School District in Corvallis, Oregon, stated that such
grading changes are “a challenging shift for everybody,” while another teacher remarked
that despite the shift, he thinks “[they are] moving in the right direction” (Krause, 2013).
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Whether teachers are fully on board or not, in order to comply with state policy, they
must adhere to Oregon’s new proficiency-based efforts and each school district is
required to assist teachers in adapting instruction and curriculum to meet the needs and
learning rates of all students achieving proficiency in the academic content standards
(Sturgis, 2013). Moreover, Oregon’s 2011 Student Achievement, Grading and Reporting
policy ensures that students’ academic grades reflect his/her academic performance
separate from behavior and that information on pure academic progress is regularly
reported to parents by way of a locally adopted grading scale (Sturgis, 2013). Such policy
compels teachers to think differently about marking down students for forgetting to put
their name on an assignment or turning in a late paper. “Teachers are being told that from
now on, their course grades must be decided solely on mastery. Even if students are late
with homework or fail to turn it in at all, as long as they demonstrate mastery of the
material, they earn an A” (Krause, 2013). According to Betsy Hammond of The
Oregonian, the new state policy is leaving instructors and administrators with a major
problem: how to motivate students to do their homework, write their papers and turn in
their assignments on time if they will earn nothing from the effort (Sturgis, 2013).
Oregon’s state leadership has said that “while administrators appear to be on board,
teachers, parents and students aren’t so sure” (Sturgis, 2013). Educators agree it’s causing
emotional discussions, big local policy changes and huge cultural shifts in schools—
without unanimity as to how to move forward (Krause, 2013). Additionally, parents and
some students are more attached to the traditional A through F grades based on every test
score, quiz result and homework score and are dealing with “lots of emotion and politics”
(Sturgis, 2013).
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Districts in Dallas, Texas, and Atlanta, Georgia, have comprehensive grading
policies that outline a theory of action, purpose, accountability for accuracy, quality of
grades, procedures, scale, and guidelines for determining six weeks and semester grades
and more. Homework in Dallas “should be used to reinforce and support mastery of
learning, engage parents in the learning process, differentiated for students and not
recorded in gradebooks for students in grades pre-K through first (Dallas ISD, 2013). In
second through fifth grades, grades can only be recorded and counted “if they improve
the student grade average” and “zeros can be recorded only after parent call/notification
has been made, and the student is given two days for every day missed to complete the
assignment” (Dallas ISD, 2013). In Atlanta, homework and use of zeros guidelines are
not specifically addressed in policy as with Dallas, yet teachers are advised “to use their
own judgment and employ careful consideration when evaluating assignments” (Fulton,
2013). Though Atlanta uses the Standard Grading Scale, Model A (see Definition of
Terms), “a final grade of 49 or below must be recorded as a 50” by policy (Fulton, 2013).
Even in West Tennessee, grading policy changes in the state-run Achievement
School District (ASD) are causing debate. Leaders of the ASD say that “letter grades
correspond to whether students are meeting state Common Core standards for that time
and grade level, and it’s not easier to get an ‘A.’ It’s a lot harder to get an A” (Dries,
2013). The ASD announced its move to a Standard-Based grading system with the 201314 school year to better align with state standardized tests, specifically TCAP. The ASD
notes two key reasons why they moved to the standard- based approach:
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1) We are going to be honest and open with parents about what their
children are learning. We’ve seen “straight A” students transfer into our
schools and earn only “Below Basic” on the TCAP. That’s unacceptable.
We’re not going to hand out A’s and B’s that give our kids a false sense of
readiness and achievement and rob them of a bright future.
2) We want grades to match standards and reflect what kids have actually
learned their skills and knowledge and not their effort or how they behave.
(p. 1)
The ASD’s grade scales are now matched with achievement levels on the TCAP:
A’s equal “Advanced,” B’s equal “Proficient,” C’s equal “Basic High,” D’s equal “Basic
Low,” and F’s equal “Below Basic.” The goal of this approach is to give parents and
students a much clearer picture of student achievement (ASD, 2013). Yet, critics of this
new way of grading argue that a student’s effort should be a factor in grading just as
school districts can be rewarded for growth they show in failing schools for moving more
students toward proficiency and grade level achievement (Dries, 2013). They point to
letter grades as an incentive for students, one of several other purposes for the
conventional grading system, and critics contend the new way amounts to teaching to the
test. Proponents counter that it is teaching to standards (Dries, 2013).
Middle schools in Metro Nashville School systems changed to standards-based
grades in the 2012-013 school year, and in addition to the rescaled overall letter grade
standard, the report cards there come with an ‘effort code’ and a numerical standards
score for the middle schoolers (Dries, 2013).
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States like Florida that have had holistic new grading systems in place since 1999
are now looking to change policy again to alleviate what state board members are calling
a “overcomplicated grading system” (Smiley & Vasquez, 2013). Shanahan, the one-time
chief of staff to former Governor Bush, who ushered in the grading system, said “I do not
think it’s a statistically valid model anymore” (Smiley & Vasquez, 2013). Florida’s
school grades are calculated by measuring scores from standardized tests and year-toyear learning gains. High school grades include other factors, too, like graduation rates.
The grades can carry the promise of teacher bonuses or the penalty of state-mandated
overhauls, student transfers or even closures (Smiley & Vasquez, 2013). The state’s
model has influenced local district grading policies to better align with expected
outcomes, and has been hailed and copied by other states. But the state’s model, since its
inception, has been frequently altered in the name of boosting standards (Smiley &
Vasquez, 2013). On July 16, 2013, Florida state board members and the state education
superintendent, Tony Bennett, acknowledged that the system for calculating grades has
become convoluted, and Pallas, a professor of sociology and education at Columbia
University Teacher’s College said that “the fact that state education leaders question the
validity of the grades, further undermines the legitimacy of the system as an
accountability system…Florida’s grades have been tinkered with so much that it’s hard to
know what they mean” (Smiley & Vasquez, 2013).
In Florida, schools stand to get or lose money based on grades. Teachers and
principals can lose their jobs because of grades. Families market their homes based on
grades (Solochek & McGory, 2013). Smarick, a former New Jersey deputy education
commissioner says “No matter which components you put in the system, no matter how
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you weigh them, you are always going to have some schools that pop up as seeming to be
graded against common sense because schools are really complicated organizations, and
when you try to simplify them down to a single letter grade…you are going to miss part
of the story” (Solochek & McGory, 2013).
An incomplete story is the same reasoning teachers often make when state and
local policy makers prescribe classroom grading policy: proficiency, growth, mastery,
readiness and more are part of the grading alchemy that is difficult for lawmakers to
create and for teachers to support, especially as a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach. Moreover,
as Florida is revealing, making meaning out of grades becomes even more difficult when
brought to scale. “This just shows how powerful the A-F system is; the fact that the label
[of grades] means something to parents means it is going to be subject to scrutiny and
debate” (Solochek & McGory, 2013).
Conclusion and Summary
The literature reveals that our quest for grading consistency has eluded us for
nearly a century. Debate about best grading practices continues to reveal similar
challenges found 80 years ago. And even though individual districts, schools and teachers
attempt to bring about consistency, professional judgment still remains a large factor
when determining students’ grades. Yet, the literature review finds that giving students
grades for academic effort is a fairly recent phenomenon, starting with the mid-19th
century. Historically, teachers were not bound to report student progress other than oral
descriptions to parents. Universities have always evaluated students, yet there was no
standardized way of evaluating performance. In fact, progress measurement varied from
university to university, some using a 4-point grading scale and others Latin rankings.

45

Letter grades emerged with the passage of compulsory attendance laws during the
late nineteenth century, when the number of public high schools increased and student
populations became diverse. Regardless of the shift to quantifying student performance,
few questioned this type of grading practice. Researchers made attempts to showcase the
often-found subjectivity inherent in grading English and math papers, which yielded an
array of grading approaches, such as the 3-point scale and bell-shaped curve, as well as
reversions back to verbal descriptions of student achievement. By the beginning of the
21st century, there was still little to no consensus about what works best regarding
grading.
This lack of consensus has provided a large body of research on the topic of
grading, and the research concerning the matter has yielded several points of agreement,
even though grading practices themselves were out of alignment. It is from these
agreements that research on effective grading practices has emerged, such as the use of
no zeros. In addition, the 4-point scale has reemerged as a more mathematically
proportionate grading scale amid continuing disproportionate grading practices. In fact,
the research reveals that combining a no-zero policy while using a 4-point scale may
prove the most effective means to ensure more consistent and accurate scores, which
remain a challenge for educators.
Nevertheless, assessment and grading is an integral part of the learning process. It
is through assessment that teachers are able to make informed decisions regarding
teaching, learning and grading practices. And in this era where heightened accountability
for student learning reigns, the review of literature has revealed the importance of teacher
proficiency in classroom grading practices. Yet, is also clear that minor attention is being
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made to train teachers on classroom assessment practices so they are better equipped to
design assessments, analyze test results and act on inconsistencies and gaps in student
learning, instead of merely reporting out on said gaps by way of letter grades on a
mathematically disproportionate scale. Further, there is evidence that teachers are not
doing much to address ineffective grading practices or even calibrate grading among
peers so that their students get equal opportunity to attain mastery in the same courses
despite grading policies in place. Even with targeted efforts to separate learning mastery
and behavioral outcomes, grading policies nationwide remain uneven in design and
implementation. Clearly, without improved training in assessment and better
understanding of teachers’ beliefs about grading and the role it plays in student success,
policy makers may continue to have limited knowledge about the challenges current
grading practices and scales pose. Some of these grading struggles may have major
implications on the quality of teaching and learning offered in K-12 schools and may
ultimately prevent many students from attaining their educational goals.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
As seen in Chapter 2, a review of the literature on contemporary grading practices
suggests that grading is a complex topic. There is, simply, no one method of grading and
no clear consensus on the relationship between grading practices and student
achievement. In fact, the current state of research on the topic suggests that there is
considerable work to be done on the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of
grading practices, grading scales and corresponding measure of student success. This is
the focus of the current study.
Research Design
A survey design was adopted to gather descriptive and comparative data for the
purpose of describing the characteristics of several groups of teachers. Surveys can be a
powerful and useful tool for collecting data on human characteristics such as their beliefs,
attitudes, thoughts, and behavior (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). As a result, this
study employs a methodology of secondary analysis as a means of investigating data
obtained via survey. In the broadest sense, secondary analysis can be defined as data
collected by someone else. It allows the researcher to explore areas of interest without
having to go through the process of collecting data themselves in the field. Secondary
analysis is in contrast to primary analysis in which the same individual/team of
researchers designs, collects, and analyzes the data. Secondary analysis is often used to
provide access to large sample sizes, relevant measures, and longitudinal data, allowing
junior investigators to formulate a generalizable answer to a high impact questions
(Burstein, 1978).
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The secondary analysis method, and the use of survey data, has been used for
decades in both the social sciences and educational research fields (Burstein, 1978). In
fact, to further support its use, Burstein (1978) argues that secondary analysis “serves as
an important function in educational research” by providing researchers the opportunity
to evaluate methods, improve understanding, and exchange ideas on the profession (p. 9).
Hence, the secondary analysis of the district’s existing data set found in the 2013
Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Practices survey fits very well with the framework of
this study, especially since the researcher is looking for key variables germane to grading
and seeking patterns of teachers that embrace effective grading practices and
questionable grading practices.
Demographics and Subjects
A Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Practices survey was conducted across two
large urban/suburban school districts in West Tennessee during the spring of 2013. The
two districts were merging to become one as of July 1, 2013, and the district leadership
was interested in setting grading policy that best fit the teachers’ beliefs while advancing
student learning. As a result, the Department of Planning and Accountability opened the
Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Practices survey to all full-time teachers during the
month of May, 2013. Of the total combined full-time teaching staff of approximately
9,000, one-third (2,996 exactly) of the teachers completed the survey. During May of
2013, both legacy districts had a combined 264 schools: 212 schools resided in the legacy
urban district that employed 6,755 teachers during the 2012-13 school year, and 52
schools resided in the legacy suburban school district that employed approximately 2,742
teachers. The legacy urban district’s teachers served 101,696 total students, of which
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85% were classified as Economically Disadvantaged on the state of Tennessee’s 2012
State Report Card. The legacy suburban district’s teachers served 45,050 total students,
of which 38.6% were classified as Economically Disadvantaged on the state of
Tennessee’s 2012 State Report Card (TN DOE, 2012).
The subject population for this study is teachers that teach full time at the
elementary (grades K-5), middle (grades 6-8), and high school (grades 9-12) levels. The
teachers that teach in these schools have different levels of teacher training. There are
some teachers that were trained through traditional teacher training and some that were
trained through non-traditional training (see Definition of Terms). Over 90% of the total
combined full-time teaching population were trained under the traditional teacher training
approach, which means they have, at minimum, a bachelor’s degree in their respective
grade level of study. Those in secondary schools (middle and high schools) also have a
content concentration, like Math or English Language Arts, to be eligible to teach. The
same is true for teachers trained through a non-traditional approach: they, too, must hold
a minimum of a bachelor’s degree, yet they may/may not hold a specific educationrelated degree to be eligible to teach. Some non-traditional teachers, on alternate route
(AR) pathways are allowed to work toward earning a teaching certificate while on the
job, enhancing their current degree that is from a field other than education. Nontraditional teachers are generally given less preparation time prior to assuming their own
class, with some only having a few weeks in the summer to prepare. Yet, these nontraditional teachers usually hold higher GPA’s than traditional teachers and display a high
level of investment and innovation during the screening and application process (J.
Hettler, personal communication, September 12, 2013).
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Teachers in both legacy districts have direct access to students assigned to their
class and are primarily responsible for teaching, learning, grading and reporting student
progress by following each legacy district’s grading policies. The legacy urban district
teachers’ 2012-13 grading policies reveal that teachers of grades PreK-1 reported student
performance based on student progress toward expectations. There was no numeric and
letter grade reported until 2nd grade. At 2nd grade, letter grades (A, B, C, D, and F) were
used to report student progress in the academic subjects of Reading, Composition,
Grammar, Spelling, Math, Sciences, and Social Studies. E, S, N, and U were used to
report student progress in all special subjects. For grades 6-12, numerical grades using
the Standard Grading Scale (Model B—see Definition of Terms) was used. Notably,
there was a caveat in the grading policy that stated, “The grading assessment/system shall
be uniform district-wide at comparable levels except that the Superintendent shall have
the authority to establish and operate ungraded and/or unstructured classes in grades K-3”
(MCS Policy 4.6, 2012). Additionally, the legacy urban district outlined criteria for
grading that ensured that 10% of grades be assigned to homework; 20% class
participation; 20% class work/daily work; and 50% assessments. Assessments ranged
from test scores to portfolios to demonstrations to exhibitions.
Similarly, the legacy suburban district teachers followed the same Standard
Grading Scale (Model B) starting in grade 1. For pre-kindergarten and kindergarten,
reporting occurred by showing progress toward the state standards. The grade level
standard was set by the state and indicated what a student should know and be able to do.
Students were evaluated based on their progress toward meeting benchmarks for each
standard, and this is indicated by symbols expressing mastery or non-mastery for each
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skill. Additionally, the letter grades E, S, N, or U were used to express basic grading for
art, music, and physical education (P.E.). In grades 1-12, students' conduct was graded as
E, G, S, N, or U and was reported at each grading period on the report card alongside
academic grades, which were expressed by the letters A, B, C, D and F according to the
numerical values listed under the Standard Grading Scale (Model B) except for 1st grade
science and social studies, which were expressed by the letters S or N; Prek-5 art, music,
and P.E., which were expressed by the letter grades E, S, N, or U. Additionally, the
legacy suburban district required a minimum of 12 grades for each 9-week period for
each subject, with 50% of the 12 grades being earned and recorded by the interim of the
9-week term. Notably, district policy outlined grading intentions tied “solely to reflect the
students’ acquired knowledge, ability or skill in the designated subject…no academic
credit/points were allowed to be awarded or deducted for any purpose that is not directly
related to the student’s academic performance” (SCS Policy 5015, 2012, p. 1). Yet, the
policy continued to state that “A reasonable number of academic points may be deducted
from a student’s academic grade for failure to submit homework or other assigned
academic work on the date specified by the teacher” (SCS Policy 5015, 2012, p. 1).
Teachers in each district are regularly observed and evaluated on their ability to
effectively assess students. Evaluation scores range from 1-5, with 5 being the highest,
most effective rating, and 1 the lowest. A score of 3 is the average performance
expectation, which indicates that a given teacher is producing one year’s growth for all
her students (see Definition of Terms for difference between Effective versus Ineffective
evaluation ratings). For the legacy urban district’s teachers, the average, level 3,
expectation to assess students was outlined in the “Plan” and “Reflect & Adjust” portion
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of their Teacher Effectiveness Measure, which served as their observation rubric. The
specific competencies observed are:
Teacher ensures assessment plans include all of the following:


formative and summative assessments that measure student
mastery of standards.



lesson objectives aligned to the content standards and connected to
prior learning.



instructional strategies and activities aimed at bringing students to
meeting the lesson objectives.



routine use of assessments to measure student mastery of content
standards and progress towards through course and end-of-course
goals.



provides students with multiple ways of demonstrating mastery.



timely recording of the student progress data and uses a system
that allows for easy analysis of student progress toward mastery.
(TEM 2.0, 2012)

For the legacy suburban district’s teachers, the average, level 3, expectation to
assess students was outlined in the “Assessment” portion of their Teacher Educator
Acceleration Model (TEAM), which served as their 2012-13 observation rubric. The
specific competencies observed are:
Teacher ensures assessment plans include all of the following:


are aligned with state content standards;



have measurement criteria;
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measure student performance in more than two ways;



require written tasks; and



include performance checks throughout the school year. (TEAM,
2012)

In aggregate, the teachers that completed the survey represented both legacy
districts, all grade levels, all content areas, a range of teaching experience, all
effectiveness levels, and both traditional and non-traditional teacher training (see Table
1). Demographic characteristics delineated by legacy district can be found in the
subsequent tables (see Table 2 for legacy MCS or urban or respondents & see Table 3 for
legacy SCS or suburban respondents).

Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents (n = 2,996)
__________________________________________________________________
Characteristics
n
%
__________________________________________________________________
Gender
Male
Female
Grades Taught
Pre-Kindergarten – Grade 2
Grades 3-5
Grades 6-8
Grades 9-12

381
2251

14.5
85.5

715
726
458
733

27.2
27.6
17.4
27.8

Years of Experience
1-5 years
381
14.5
5-10 years
499
19.0
__________________________________________________________________
(Table 1 continues)
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(Table 1 continued)
__________________________________________________________________
Characteristics
n
%
__________________________________________________________________
10-15 years
15-20 years
20-25 years
25+ years

589
493
198
472

22.4
18.7
7.5
17.9

Subject Primarily Taught
Mathematics
English/Language Arts
Science
Social Studies
Fine Arts
Physical Education
Foreign Language
Career Tech
Library
Counseling
Other

397
885
194
147
139
71
59
95
47
36
562

15.1
33.6
7.4
5.6
5.3
2.7
2.2
3.6
1.8
1.4
21.4

Special Education Teacher
Yes
No

253
2379

9.6
90.4

English as a Second Language Teacher
Yes
No

54
2578

2.1
97.9

Highly Qualified Status
Yes
No

2529
103

96.1
3.9

Type of Teacher Training
Traditional
Non-Traditional

2345
287

89.1
10.9

Overall Summative Evaluation Score (2011-2012)
Level 1
31
1.2
Level 2
85
3.2
____________________________________________________________________
(Table 1 continues)
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(Table 1 continued)
___________________________________________________________________
Characteristics
n
%
___________________________________________________________________
Level 3
Level 4
Level 5

623
850
1043

23.7
32.3
39.6

2013 TEM/TEAM Observation Scores Primarily Received
Level 1
5
0.2
Level 2
75
2.8
Level 3
491
18.7
Level 4
1261
47.9
Level 5
800
30.4
____________________________________________________________________

Table 2
Demographic Characteristics of MCS or Urban Respondents (n = 1437)
____________________________________________________________________
Characteristics
n
%
____________________________________________________________________
Gender
Male
Female
Grades Taught
Pre-Kindergarten – Grade 2
Grades 3-5
Grades 6-8
Grades 9-12

173
1264

12.0
88.0

457
427
212
341

31.8
29.7
14.8
23.7

Years of Experience
1-5 years
226
15.7
5-10 years
250
17.4
10-15 years
339
23.6
15-20 years
252
17.5
____________________________________________________________________
(Table 2 continues)
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(Table 2 continued)
____________________________________________________________________
Characteristics
n
%
____________________________________________________________________
20-25 years
25+ years

146
224

10.2
15.6

Subject Primarily Taught
Mathematics
English/Language Arts
Science
Social Studies
Fine Arts
Physical Education
Foreign Language
Career Tech
Library
Counseling
Other

197
552
95
61
65
30
28
53
31
19
306

13.7
38.4
6.6
4.2
4.5
2.1
1.9
3.7
2.2
1.3
21.3

Special Education Teacher
Yes
No

142
1295

9.9
90.1

English as a Second Language Teacher
Yes
No

36
1401

2.5
97.5

Highly Qualified Status
Yes
No

1404
33

97.7
2.3

Type of Teacher Training
Traditional
Non-Traditional

1253
184

87.2
12.8

Overall Summative Evaluation Score (2011-2012)
Level 1
8
0.6
Level 2
63
4.4
Level 3
397
27.6
____________________________________________________________________
(Table 2 continues)
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(Table 2 continued)
____________________________________________________________________
Characteristics
n
%
____________________________________________________________________
Level 4
Level 5

509
460

35.4
32.0

2013 TEM/TEAM Observation Scores Primarily Received
Level 1
0
0.0
Level 2
34
2.4
Level 3
246
17.1
Level 4
683
47.5
Level 5
474
33.0
____________________________________________________________________

Table 3
Demographic Characteristics of SCS or Suburban Respondents (n = 1195)
____________________________________________________________________
Characteristics
n
%
____________________________________________________________________
Gender
Male
Female
Grades Taught
Pre-Kindergarten – Grade 2
Grades 3-5
Grades 6-8
Grades 9-12

208
987

17.4
82.6

258
299
246
392

21.6
25.0
20.6
32.8

Years of Experience
1-5 years
155
13.0
5-10 years
249
20.8
10-15 years
250
20.9
15-20 years
241
20.2
____________________________________________________________________
(Table 3 continues)
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(Table 3 continued)
____________________________________________________________________
Characteristics
n
%
____________________________________________________________________
20-25 years
25+ years

52
248

4.4
20.8

Subject Primarily Taught
Mathematics
English/Language Arts
Science
Social Studies
Fine Arts
Physical Education
Foreign Language
Career Tech
Library
Counseling
Other

200
333
99
86
74
41
31
42
16
17
256

16.7
27.9
8.3
7.2
6.2
3.4
2.6
3.5
1.3
1.4
21.4

Special Education Teacher
Yes
No

111
1084

9.3
90.7

English as a Second Language Teacher
Yes
No

18
1177

1.5
98.5

Highly Qualified Status
Yes
No

1125
70

94.1
5.9

Type of Teacher Training
Traditional
Non-Traditional

1092
103

91.4
8.6

Overall Summative Evaluation Score (2011-2012)
Level 1
23
1.9
Level 2
22
1.8
Level 3
226
18.9
____________________________________________________________________
(Table 3 continues)

59

(Table 3 continued)
____________________________________________________________________
Characteristics
n
%
____________________________________________________________________
Level 4
Level 5

341
583

28.5
48.8

2013 TEM/TEAM Observation Scores Primarily Received
Level 1
5
0.4
Level 2
41
3.4
Level 3
245
20.5
Level 4
578
48.4
Level 5
326
27.3
____________________________________________________________________

Instrumentation and Validity
An instrument, the Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Practices (TPGP)
questionnaire, has been developed and validated to assess teachers’ perceptions using
both exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis (Liu et al., 2006). In
multivariate statistics, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is a statistical method used to
uncover the underlying structure of a relatively large set of variables. EFA is a technique
within factor analysis whose overarching goal is to identify the underlying relationships
between measured variables. It is commonly used by researchers when developing a
scale, such as a survey scale (a scale is a collection of questions used to measure a
particular research topic), and serves to identify a set of latent constructs underlying a
battery of measured variables (Liu et al., 2006). It was used originally because the
researchers had no prior hypothesis about factors or patterns of measured variables.
Additionally, confirmation factor analysis was used to validate the TPGP instrument. In
statistics, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is a special form of factor analysis, most
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commonly used in social research, such as education. It is used to test whether measures
of a construct are consistent with a researcher's understanding of the nature of that
construct (or factor). As such, the objective of confirmatory factor analysis is to test
whether the data fit a hypothesized measurement model (Liu et al., 2006).
This instrument measuring teachers’ perceptions has six sections. These sections
include Importance, Usefulness, Student Effort, Student Ability, Teachers’ Grading
Habits and Perceived Self-Efficacy of Grading Process. This instrument has been used in
a variety of studies since its creation in 2006. Once example is Xing Liu’s (2008) study
entitled Measuring Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading: Does School Level Make a
Difference that used the instrument in its original state.
For this study, the additional Perception of Scale section was added to assess
teachers’ beliefs about the Standard Grade Scale. This section included two structured
questions, which did not undermine the validity of the instrument. The TPGP survey with
standard scale questions was used by Link (2012) in an experimental study that focused
on assessing grading perceptions of summer school middle grades teachers. The study
participants included 20 effective teachers (minimum TEAM evaluation score of 3) with
most having more than 10 years of teaching experience, classifying them as “experts” in
the teaching field. This classification made them eligible to take part as a choice group
that can provide qualitative input on the merits and transferability of the survey. These
expert study participants reviewed the TPGP survey for content validity prior to taking
the survey, and all 20 study participants concluded that all items on the TPGP survey
were clear and directly relevant to their work (Link, 2012). Content validity requires the
use of recognized subject matter experts to evaluate whether test items assess defined
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content and more rigorous statistical tests than does the assessment of face validity (Nie
et al., 1970). Content validity is most often addressed in academic and vocational testing,
where test items need to reflect the knowledge actually required for a given topic area
(e.g., history, accounting or grading). Thus, with the teachers as grading experts, content
validity was secured and the study participants completed the TPGP with Perception of
Scale (TPGP/POS) survey (see Appendix A) before and after teaching their summer
school courses.
The TPGP/POS survey was also used by the district to collect both legacy
districts’ teacher grading perception data; thus, the TPGP/POS is the instrument used for
this study’s secondary analysis. To complete the survey, participants were asked to click
on their online answer to each item with responses ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree based on a 5-point Likert rating scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 =
Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree). This instrument also includes
demographic questions to indicate study participants’ gender, years of teaching
experience, type of teacher preparation/training experience as well as current grade level
and content area they are teaching. Respondents were also asked to supply information
about their schools’ student enrollment, schools’ percent economically disadvantaged,
and individual 2011-12 TEM/TEAM summative and 2012-13 TEM/TEAM observation
evaluation scores.
Data Collection and Consent Process
Before the data collection data procedure started, the researcher had to secure the
permission from Shelby County School’s Planning and Accountability Office by way of
written permission using an online data request form found on the district’s website (see
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Appendix C). All researchers interested in using district data must first provide a written
request to the district that includes targeted need, purpose, specific use of data and
timeline data is requested. The district takes 3-5 weeks to review all new requests and
responds with a written affirmative (as with Appendix C) or rejection. Additionally, the
researcher requested permission from the University of Memphis’s Internal Review
Board before starting the study, asking to use the teacher perceptions of grading data
formerly collected by the school district. The IRB granted the researcher permission to
move forward with the study (Appendix D).
The TPGP/POS survey was posted on each legacy district’s homepage eliciting
voluntary input from full time teachers with a hyperlink directing potential respondents to
‘click here’ to start. It is very important that participants are well informed about the
research, its purpose, benefits and risks even before they give consent (Langenbach,
Vaughn, & Aagaard, 1994). Thus, respondents were first routed to the Consent to
Participate in a Research Study page that detailed the study’s purpose, why one may not
want to take part, what a respondent will be asked to do, possible risks and benefits,
length of the survey, who will see their responses, assurance of no cost for taking the
survey, ability to exit the survey at any time (even prior to completion) and who to
contact if they have complaints or questions about the survey and/or survey process (see
Appendix B). A potential respondent had to click “accept terms” on the Consent to
Participate page before the TPGP/POS survey page appeared. Once a respondent clicked
“accept terms,” that served as acknowledgement that he/she read over the Consent to
Participate information and voluntarily desires to take the survey as a result.
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Participants were then asked to respond to the survey items by following the
directions online. Responses were anonymous, as respondents were not required to
provide names that could be linked to their responses. To increase the response rate of the
online survey, district leadership advertised the survey in their respective weekly
newsletters noting that participation was encouraged for all full time teachers, and that
teacher voice was important in the unified district’s policy development.
Ensuring confidentiality has been found to increase response rates in survey
research (Asch, Jedriziewski, & Christakis, 1997). To ensure confidentiality, no
personally identifiable information (like the name of the respondent, home address) was
collected through the use of survey. Any surveys that might have inadvertently included
names or other identifying information were immediately destroyed. After collection of
responses through a Zoomerang platform, all survey data were entered into a secured
restricted district database, which was kept in the legacy urban district’s Planning and
Accountability Office.
Once the survey data was shared with the researcher, it was downloaded onto her
personal computer where the information was stored with a password entry. Only the
researcher knows the password and data was stored securely. The researcher planned to
share data only in aggregate form at the group level.
Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics, means and standard deviations were calculated to determine
teachers’ levels of agreement with factors and the items loaded on the factors regarding
their perceptions of grading. t-tests were calculated to determine if the level of agreement
between factors were significant. The t test was used to determine whether there is a
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significant difference between the means of each group. For this study, the research
investigated the means and effect size between individual variables across these groups:


elementary grade levels versus middle/high school grade levels taught;



the legacy urban district’s grading policy versus the legacy suburban district’s
grading policy;



evaluation ratings above the average 2012 TEM/TEAM summative score
versus evaluation ratings below the average 2012 TEM/TEAM summative
score;



observation ratings above the average 2013 TEM/TEAM score versus
observation ratings below the average 2013 TEM/TEAM score;



15 or fewer years of experience versus more than 15 years of experience;



traditional teacher training versus non-traditional teacher training

With a t test, the researcher wants to state with some degree of confidence that the
obtained difference between the means of the sample groups is too great to be a chance
event and that some difference also exists in the population from which the sample was
drawn (Field, 2009). In other words, the difference that we might find between teachers’
grading perceptions and their years of teaching experience in the sample might have
occurred by chance, or it might exist in the population. If the t-test produces a t-value that
results in a probability of .01, the researcher will state that the likelihood of getting the
difference we found by chance would be 1 in a 100 times (p < .01), or if the t-test
produces a t-value that results in a probability of .05, the researcher will state that the
likelihood of getting the difference we found by chance would be 5 out of 100 times (p <
.05). As a result, the researcher could say that it is unlikely that the results occurred by
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chance and the difference found in the sample probably exists in the populations from
which it was drawn.
SPSS will be used for this study’s statistical analysis. SPSS is among the most
widely used programs for statistical analysis in social science. It is used by market
researchers, health researchers, survey companies, government, education researchers,
marketing organizations, and others. The original SPSS manual (Nie, Dale, & Hull, 1970)
has been described as one of "sociology's most influential books" for allowing ordinary
researchers to do their own statistical analysis. Moreover, SPSS includes Bivariate
statistics in its base software, such as Means, t-test, and Hedge’s g-test—all tests
necessary to conduct this study (Field, 2009).
Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to describe the research methodology of this
study, explain the demographics and subjects for context, describe the reasoning for use
and slight modification of the survey instrument, process for collecting the data, and to
provide an explanation of the statistical procedures used to analyze the data.
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Chapter 4
Results
This study examined teachers’ classroom grading practices. Relationships
between teachers’ thoughts about classroom grading and assessment, the usefulness of
grades as well as how grading might affect student motivation were examined.
Comparisons were made on teachers’ characteristics (grade level taught, effectiveness
and observation scores, years of experience and training) as well as district characteristics
(policy) that directly influences teacher grading practices. This chapter presents findings
of this study.
By grade level, what are the teachers’ levels of agreement with factors
concerning thoughts about classroom grading and assessment? Descriptive statistics,
means, standard deviations, and t-tests were computed to ascertain both elementary and
middle/high school teachers’ levels of agreement with each individual survey item.
Teachers in both elementary and middle/high showed greatest agreement with items that
conveyed grading as a means of encouragement and information, student motivation and
ability. In particular, teachers across both grade levels agreed with the statements that
grading can encourage good work by students and keep students informed about their
progress. Also, teachers agreed that high grades can motivate students to learn, provide
feedback, and that grades are based on students’ ability to follow directions. Teachers
were less likely to agree with items that measured perceptions of student classroom
behavior, grading homework, the grading scale itself and procedures for grading.
Specifically, teachers most significantly disagreed with the statement that conveyed
giving a grade of zero if a student fails to complete an assignment. Middle/High school
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teachers favored this practice over their elementary counterparts. Additionally,
middle/high school teachers favored the statement that they will pass a failing student if
he or she puts forth effort. Again, it was the middle/high school teachers that favored the
statement that the use of the Standard Grading Scale (Model A or B- See Definition of
Terms) was an effective reporting tool as opposed to elementary teachers. Lastly,
middle/high school teachers also favored having their own grading procedure and basing
grades on students’ completion of homework whereas elementary teachers did not report
the same (see Table 4).

Table 4
Means, Standard Deviations and Effect Sizes for “Thoughts about Grading &
Assessment” Items (Elementary n = 1373; Middle/High n = 1109)

Factors and items

Elementary

Middle/High

M

SD

M

SD

ES

0.87

3.95

0.85

0.02

0.75

4.14

0.74

0.00

0.73

4.13

0.71

-0.01

0.92

3.75

0.91

0.03

0.93

3.51

0.97

0.00

Agreement
19. Grading can encourage 3.97
good work by students
21. Grading can keep
4.14
Students informed about
their progress
24. Grading provides
4.12
feedback to my students
25. High grades can motivate 3.79
students to learn
40. Grades are based on
3.50
students’ ability to
follow directions

(Table 4 continues)
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(Table 4 continued)

Factors and items

Elementary

Middle/High

M

SD

M

SD

ES

0.94

3.27

0.93

-0.50

1.05

2.78

1.08

-0.34

1.00

3.20

1.15

-0.66

1.07

3.18

1.08

-0.36

1.15

3.83

0.93

-0.37

Disagreement*
29. I will pass a failing
2.81
students if he or she puts
forth effort
30. Grades are based on
2.42
Students’ completion of
homework
44. If a student fails to
2.49
complete and assignment,
I will assign him/her a
grade of zero
47. I have my own grading 2.80
procedures
54. I use a Standard grade
3.44
scale (0-100), which is
an effective means to
report grades

Note. *All items under ‘Disagreement’ are statistically significant (p < .001).

Guided by district policy (urban and suburban districts), what are the teachers’
levels of agreement with factors concerning thoughts about classroom grading and
assessment? Descriptive statistics, means, standard deviations, and t-tests were computed
to ascertain both the urban school districts’ and suburban school districts’ levels of
agreement with each individual survey item. Teachers in both the urban and suburban
school districts reported the greatest agreement with items that conveyed grading
importance, feedback, use and assigning of zeros. Specifically, both the urban and
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suburban teachers agreed that grading practices are important measures of student
achievement and that grading indeed provides information about student achievement.
Similar to the grade level results, both district teachers are in accord that grading provides
feedback to students and are reported by way of letter grades rather than numbers. Both
the urban and suburban teachers agree that if a student fails to complete an assignment,
assigning a grade of zero is the appropriate consequence. Teachers were less likely to
agree with items that convey how grades should be based, retaking of tests, and extra
credit. Specifically, teachers in the urban school district favored basing grades on
students’ completion of homework, the degree to which students participate in class
(which is the most significant disagreement) and on student improvement as opposed to
the suburban district teachers. The urban district teachers also favored offering students a
second chance to take a test if they fail and giving students opportunities to earn extra
credit unlike the suburban district teachers (see Table 5).

Table 5
Means, Standard Deviations and Effect Sizes for “Thoughts about Grading &
Assessment” Items (Urban District n = 1353; Suburban District n = 1129)

Factors and items

Agreement
15. Grading practices are
important measures of

Urban District

Suburban District

M

SD

M

SD

ES

3.87

0.93

3.85

0.91

0.02

(Table 5 continues)
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(Table 5 continued)

Factors and items

Urban District

Suburban District

M

SD

M

SD

ES

0.84

3.94

0.83

0.01

0.73

4.12

0.71

0.01

1.22

2.72

1.33

0.01

1.09

2.82

1.17

-0.01

1.05

2.30

1.04

0.49

0.93

2.89

1.07

0.55

0.86

3.16

0.97

0.39

0.86

3.47

1.04

0.45

0.97

3.26

1.12

0.42

student achievement
22. Grading provides
3.95
information about
student achievement
24. Grading provides
4.13
feedback to my students
42. I tend to use letter grades 2.73
(e.g., A, B, C) rather than
numbers (e.g., 1, 2, 3) in
grading
44. If a student fails to
2.80
complete an assignment,
I will assign him/her
a grade of zero

Disagreement*
30. Grades are based on
2.82
students completion of
homework
31. Grades are based on the 3.44
degree to which students
participate in class
32. Grades are based on
3.52
students’ improvement
43. If a student fails a test, I 3.90
will offer him/her a
second chance to take the
test
46. I often give students
3.70
opportunities to earn
extra credit

Note. *All items under ‘Disagreement’ are statistically significant (p < .001).

71

By TEM/TEAM 2012 summative evaluation scores, what are the teachers’ levels
of agreement with factors concerning thoughts about classroom grading and assessment?
Descriptive statistics, means, standard deviations, and t-tests were computed to ascertain
levels of agreement with each individual survey item for those teachers rated average
(level 3) or below (levels 1 or 2) and those teachers rated above average (levels 4 or 5).
Teachers that were rated average or below and those rated above average showed greatest
agreement with items that conveyed grading as a helpful means to categorize students.
Both summative groups also agreed on a demotivating factor in grading and how grades
are based. Both summative groups of teachers were in accord on grading’s level of
difficulty. Specifically, teachers in both groups of 2012 summative scores agreed that
grading helps them categorize students as above average, average and below average.
Both groups of teachers also agreed that grades of zero can demotivate students to learn
and that grades should be based on students’ problem solving and writing abilities.
Additionally, both teachers that scored average to below and above average on their 2012
TEM/TEAM summative scores agreed that grading was the easiest part of their role as
teachers. Teachers were less likely to agree with items that convey effort, homework
participation and behavior as a factor in grades as well as the assignment of zeros. In
particular, teachers that were rated average to below average on their TEM/TEAM 2012
evaluation summative score favored passing students if they put forth effort as opposed to
those teachers that were rated above average. Additionally, teachers rated average to
below average favored basing grades on completion of homework and the degree to
which students participate in class over their above average teacher counterparts.
Teachers rated average to below average also favored basing grades on students’
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behavior in class, unlike teachers rated above average on their 2012 evaluation
summative score (see Table 6).

Table 6
Means, Standard Deviations and Effect Sizes for “Thoughts about Grading &
Assessment” Items (Rated Average or Below Average n = 717; Rated Above Average n =
1834)

Factors and items

Agreement
17. Grading helps me
categorize students as
above average, average
and below average
26. Grades of zero can
demotivate students to
learn
35. Grades are based on
students’ problem
solving ability
37. Grades are based on
students’ writing ability
49. Grading is the easiest
part of my role as a
teacher

Rated Average
or Below Average
Summative 2012

Rated Above
Average
Summative 2012

M

SD

M

SD

ES

3.75

0.92

3.77

0.94

-0.02

3.25

1.17

3.25

1.21

0.00

3.60

0.82

3.61

0.78

-0.02

3.40

0.88

3.39

0.89

0.00

2.28

0.95

2.28

0.95

0.01

3.23

0.96

2.94

0.95

0.30

Disagreement*
29. I will pass a failing
if he or she puts forth
effort

(Table 6 continues)
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(Table 6 continued)

Factors and items

30. Grades are based on
students completion of
homework
31. Grades are based on the
degree to which students
participate in class
39. Grades are based on
students’ behavior in
class
44. If a student fails to
complete an assignment,
I will assign him/her a
grade of zero

Rated Average
or Below Average
Summative 2012

Rated Above
Average
Summative 2012

M

SD

M

SD

ES

2.73

1.07

2.52

1.07

0.20

3.33

0.99

3.13

1.04

0.20

2.55

1.08

2.35

1.06

0.19

2.96

1.12

2.75

1.13

0.19

Note. *All items under ‘Disagreement’ are statistically significant (p < .001).

By TEM/TEAM 2013 overall observation evaluation scores, what are the
teachers’ levels of agreement with factors concerning thoughts about classroom grading
and assessment? Descriptive statistics, means, standard deviations, and t-tests were
computed to ascertain levels of agreement with each individual survey item for those
teachers rated average (level 3) or below (levels 1 or 2) and those teachers rated above
average (levels 4 or 5). Teachers that were rated average or below and those rated above
average showed greatest agreement with items that conveyed grading as having
demotivating factors and based on student ability. Both teachers with observation
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evaluation scores average to below and above average agree on extra credit and level of
grading difficulty. Moreover, both groups agree on the grading scale itself. Specifically,
teachers in both groups agreed that grades of zero can demotivate students to learn and
that grades should be based on students’ ability to turn in assignments on time. Both
TEM/TEAM 2013 overall observation evaluation groups of teachers often give students
opportunities to earn extra credit and feel it is easy for them to assess student
achievement with a single grade or score. Further, both groups of teachers agreed that the
Standard Grade Scale (Model A or B- see Definition of Terms) is an effective means to
report grades. Conversely, teachers were less likely to agree on items that convey
grading’s role in student progress and learning. Teacher groups were also less likely to
agree on grades as encouragement, helpful identification for content areas and student
progress. Specifically, teachers that were rated above average on their 2013 TEM/TEAM
observation evaluation scores favored grading as an important criteria for judging
students’ progress as opposed to their average to below average teacher counterparts.
Teachers rated above average favored grading as having a strong impact on students’
learning over their average to below average peers. Additionally, teachers that were rated
above average favored grading to encourage good work by students and as a good
method for helping students identify their weaknesses in a particular content area as
opposed to the average to below average teacher group. Moreover, above average
teachers favored grading to keep students informed about their progress unlike their
average to below average teacher counterparts (see Table 7).
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Table 7
Means, Standard Deviations and Effect Sizes for “Thoughts about Grading &
Assessment” Items (Rated Average or Below Average n = 552; Rated Above Average n =
1999)

Factors and items

Rated Average
or Below Average
Overall 2013

Rated Above
Average
Overall 2013

M

SD

M

SD

ES

1.16

3.25

1.21

0.00

0.97

3.30

1.02

0.00

1.05

3.50

1.06

-0.01

0.96

2.29

1.01

0.01

0.98

3.61

1.10

-0.01

0.93

4.07

0.89

-0.26

1.00

3.71

1.00

Agreement
26. Grades of zero can
3.25
demotivate students to
learn
38. Grades are based on
3.30
students’ ability to turn
assignment in on time
46. I often give students
3.48
opportunities to earn
extra credit
50. It is easy for me to assess 2.30
student achievement with
a single grade or score
54. I use a Standard grade
3.61
scale (0-100), which is
an effective means to
report grades

Disagreement*
11. Grading is an important 3.84
criteria for judging
students’ progress
16. Grading has a strong
3.45
impact on students’ learning

(Table 7 continues)
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-0.25

(Table 7 continued)

Factors and items

Rated Average
or Below Average
Overall 2013

Rated Above
Average
Overall 2013

M

SD

M

SD

ES

0.86

4.01

0.86

-0.26

0.89

3.95

0.83

-0.26

0.76

4.17

0.74

-0.23

19. Grading can encourage 3.79
good work by students
20. Grading is a good method 3.73
for helping students
identify their weaknesses
in a content area
21. Grading can keep
4.00
students informed about
their progress

Note. *All items under ‘Disagreement’ are statistically significant (p < .001).

By years of teaching experience what are the teachers’ levels of agreement with
factors concerning thoughts about classroom grading and assessment? Descriptive
statistics, means, standard deviations, and t-tests were computed to ascertain levels of
agreement with each individual survey item for those teachers with 15 or fewer years of
experience and those teachers with more than 15 years of teaching experience. Teachers
in both groups showed greatest agreement with items that conveyed grading as having
demotivating factors, based on student participation and ability as well as when students
turn in assignments. Specifically, teachers in both groups agreed that grades of zero can
demotivate students to learn, should be based on the degree to which students participate
in class, students’ problem solving ability and critical thinking ability. Also, both teachers
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groups agree that grades should be based on students’ ability to turn assignments in on
time. Teachers were less likely to agree on items that convey grading’s effect on
students’ achievement and relationship to student learning. Teacher groups were also less
likely to agree on grading as a means to identify content weaknesses and passing students
based on effort. In particular, teachers with more than 15 years of teaching experience
favored grading as having a positive effect on students’ academic achievement and felt
grading practices are important measures of student learning as opposed to their
counterparts with 15 or fewer years of teaching experience. Also, teachers with more than
15 years of experience favor grading as having a strong impact on students’ learning and
grading as a good method for helping students identify their weaknesses in a particular
content area over their more inexperienced peers. Furthermore, teachers with more than
15 years of teaching experience favor passing a failing student if he or she puts forth
effort, unlike those teachers with 15 or fewer years of experience (see Table 8).

Table 8
Means, Standard Deviations and Effect Sizes for “Thoughts about Grading &
Assessment” Items (Fifteen or Fewer Years of Experience n =1420; More than Fifteen
Years of Experience n = 1131)

Factors and items

Fifteen or Fewer
More than Fifteen
Years of Experience Years of Experience
M

Agreement
26. Grades of zero can de- 3.25
motivate students to learn

SD

M

SD

ES

1.19

3.24

1.20

0.01

(Table 8 continues)
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(Table 8 continued)

Factors and items

Fifteen or Fewer
More than Fifteen
Years of Experience Years of Experience
M

SD

M

SD

ES

1.04

3.19

1.02

-0.01

0.81

3.61

0.78

-0.01

0.80

3.67

0.76

0.00

1.00

3.30

1.02

-0.01

3.74

0.94

3.90

0.92

-0.17

3.80

0.95

3.95

0.89

-0.15

3.58

1.02

3.75

0.98

-0.17

3.85

0.87

3.98

0.82

-0.16

2.96

0.96

3.09

0.96

-0.13

31. Grades are based on the 3.18
degree to which students
participate in class
35. Grades are based on
3.60
students’ problem solving
ability
36. Grades are based on
3.67
students’ critical thinking
ability
38. Grades are based on
3.29
students’ ability to turn in
assignments on time

Disagreement*
13. Grading has a positive
effect on students’
academic achievement
14. Grading practices are
important measures of
student learning
16. Grading has a strong
impact on students’
learning
20. Grading is a good
method for helping
students identify their
weaknesses in a content
area
29. I will pass a failing
student if he or she puts
forth effort

Note. *All items under ‘Disagreement’ are statistically significant (p < .001).
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By traditional or non-traditional training, what are the teachers’ levels of
agreement with factors concerning thoughts about classroom grading and assessment?
Descriptive statistics, means, standard deviations, and t-tests were computed to ascertain
levels of agreement with each individual survey item for those teachers that experienced
traditional teacher preparation training at a university and those that have been trained
through an alternate route program, such as Teach for America. Teachers in both groups
showed greatest agreement with items that conveyed grading as encouragement, a good
method to identify content weakness, and grading as useful information. Also, both
teacher groups identified agreement on demotivating factors and student ability.
Specifically, traditionally and non-traditionally trained teachers agreed that grading can
encourage good work by students and that grading is a good method for helping students
identify their weaknesses in a content area. Teachers agreed that grading can keep
students informed about their progress and high grades can motivate students to learn.
Lastly, both teacher groups agreed that grades should be based on students’ spelling
ability. Teachers were more likely to disagree on what to base grades on, use of letter
grades, use of zeros and grading procedures. In particular, non-traditionally trained
teachers favored basing grades on students’ completion of homework and ability to turn
in assignments on time over their traditionally trained peers. Traditionally trained
teachers favored using letter grades rather than number grades as opposed to their nontraditionally trained counterparts. Further, non-traditionally trained teachers favored
assigning a grade of zero if a student fails to complete an assignment and favored having
their own grading procedures, unlike traditionally trained teachers (see Table 9).
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Table 9
Means, Standard Deviations and Effect Sizes for “Thoughts about Grading &
Assessment” Items (Traditionally Trained n = 2273; Non-Traditionally Trained n =
278)

Factors and items

Traditionally
Trained

Non-Traditionally
Trained

M

SD

M

SD

ES

0.86

3.96

0.85

0.01

0.85

3.92

0.85

-0.01

0.75

4.15

0.74

-0.03

1.20

3.23

1.18

0.01

0.96

2.66

0.91

0.02

1.07

2.85

1.09

-0.28

1.02

3.46

0.95

-0.19

1.27

2.45

1.24

0.24

1.11

3.28

1.15

-0.47

Agreement
19. Grading can encourage 3.96
good work by students
20. Grading is a good method 3.90
for helping students
identify their weaknesses
in a content area
21. Grading can keep
4.13
students informed about
their progress
26. Grades of zero can
3.25
demotivate students to
learn
41. Grades are based on
2.68
students’ spelling ability
Disagreement*
30. Grades are based on
2.55
students’ completion of
homework
38. Grades are based on
3.28
students’ ability to turn
assignments in on time
42. I tend to use letter grades 2.76
(e.g., A, B, C) rather than
numbers (e.g., 1, 2, 3) in
grading
44. If a student fails to
2.75
complete an assignment,
I will assign him/her a
grade of zero

(Table 9 continues)
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(Table 9 continued)

Factors and items

47. I have my own grading
procedures

Traditionally
Trained

Non-Traditionally
Trained

M

SD

M

SD

ES

2.93

1.09

3.25

1.03

-0.29

Note. *All items under ‘Disagreement’ are statistically significant (p < .001)

Of the 45 grading questions on the Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Practices
Survey (TPGP/POS), across all factored tables, 47 items turned out to be statistically
significant at the (p < .001) level, as highlighted in Tables 4.1 through 4.6. Yet, there
were other questions of significance. 53 items turned out to be statistically significant at
the (p < .01) level, and 28 items were statistically significant at the (p < .05) level as
outlined in Appendix Tables E through J. In total, 119 items, across Tables E through J,
revealed a statistical significance. Further, there are a number of items at or above .25 for
an effect size, which are also identified in Tables 4.1 through 4.6. Yet, there are more
items than what is noted on the aforementioned tables that prove to have substantively
meaningful effective size. Specifically, 7 items in the Grade Level item analysis
(Appendix Table E) turned out to have an effect size at or higher than .25, which is
considered to be substantively meaningful; therefore, they are worth noting (What Works
Clearinghouse, 2008). Additionally, 10 items in the District item analysis (Appendix
Table F); 1 item in the Summative 2012 item analysis (Appendix Table G); 4 items in the
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Overall Evaluation 2013 item analysis (Appendix Table H); and 3 items in the Training
item analysis (Appendix Table J) proved to have an effective size of substantial meaning,
or greater than .25.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
I still remember my second day in kindergarten, which was in stark contrast to my
first. Day 1 proved to be all that my 5 older brothers and sisters told me school would
include: a loving, kind teacher, my very own desk, interesting topics to explore, a vast
playground with countless swings and my best friend, Diana, nearby. At the end of day 1,
I skipped home. I smiled into the evening as I shared my first-day stories with my
mother; I even happily went to bed on time that night, in an effort to get to my second
day of school as fast as possible.
On the second day, my classmates and I went to art class that was led by another
teacher in another room, Ms. Counts. I vividly recall my art teacher: she looked younger
than my kindergarten teacher, wore an apron, and had lots of rules posted on the walls. I
couldn’t quite read all the words on the walls, but I remember lots of lists that started
with “We will not” in bold red. My exuberance at the thought of getting my hands on
tempera paint or colored markers or making pipe cleaner animals was enough to mitigate
the posted rules. This class was for me; a whole separate class dedicated to making crafts
and pictures and being expressive was a new revelation. I was thrilled. I used to make my
own storybooks in pre-k and got the opportunity to share them with my peers, which
made me feel important and artistic. My pre-k teacher told me I’d be an in “the arts” one
day, and I quickly determined that this art class was where I was to get my start.
Ms. Counts went over all of the lists on the walls, which included things I heard
before, but many more. Ms. Counts clearly liked order, and I happily agreed to whatever
she expected so as not to ruin my chances to get to our lesson of the day: tracing patterns
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of circus animals to create our class’ bulletin board parade, which to me, was like my first
art gallery showing. I was all in.
After sitting up straight as a pin eagerly waiting to see what animal pattern would
be my very own, Ms. Counts paused in front of me and thumbed through the pattern of
options for what seemed like hours. When she finally chose one (she selected the
elephant with a grand trunk), my mind began to race with possibility. The elephant has a
prominent role in the big top, right alongside the ringmaster, and I would make my
elephant bejeweled with colors and texture. I would make my elephant a stand out so that
everyone, including my classmates, my teacher, and my older brothers that share this art
room, would know I was the creator, the artist that made this special elephant come to
life. Nothing could stop my enthusiasm or unquiet mind—until my elephant pattern fell
to the floor. Ms. Counts laid the pattern toward the edge of my table, with too much of its
weight dangling over the table’s edge. Before I could shift the pattern’s weight to
position it safely on the table, it fell to the floor with hardly a sound. I instinctively
reached down to pick it up, yet before I could bring my elephant pattern back to its
rightful place on the table, Ms. Counts shouted my name. “Laura!,” she cried. “I told you,
all of you, not to move a muscle as I passed out these patterns, and you are bent on the
ground with yours. Take your chair to the hallway and sit there for the remainder of the
class. You are not allowed to be a part of this activity if you are not going to follow the
rules.” My vocabulary was not developed enough to describe the emotions I felt at that
moment. I needed to explain that what she saw was an exception to her rules, an outlying
complication that deserved a conversation and understanding, not confinement to the
hallway and removal from the lesson. Yet, I was only 4 years old, and all I could muster
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was tears and obedience. I sat outside the art classroom for 40 minutes as many students
traveled up and down the hallway, including my disbelieving older brother, Richie, who
saw me in trouble. His third grade friends laughed and pointed at me, and he tried to
ignore what was in front view, and I was even more ashamed than getting kicked out of
class. I felt sorry for the both of us. I didn’t lift my head very much while in the hallway
and for the remainder of the day; my confidence was dashed and my enthusiasm quieted.
After Ms. Counts shared that I would be getting a “U” for ‘Unsatisfactory” on the activity
and not allowed to create my elephant after all, I never wanted to go back to art class, and
I found myself begging my mother to let me stay home each morning. She would now
have to shake me from her leg, and the principal would have to peel me off and walk me
to my kindergarten teacher for weeks before I was able accomplish it again on my own. I
still had to face Ms. Counts every Tuesday, but I dared not to misstep or get noticed in
any way. I colored within the lines and thought art was restrictive, which was not for me.
All I dreamed of was graduating from elementary school so I can leave Ms. Counts
behind. My shame and memories remained with me.
Notably, as with my own kindergarten example, teacher classroom grading
practices and beliefs are far-reaching, integral to the instructional process and central
ingredients for helping students’ motivation to learn. Teacher beliefs and practices in
classroom grading provide insight into how such beliefs and practices influence the
American education system and local, state and national policy recommendations. This
study made an attempt to examine classroom grading practices in an effort to determine
how teachers perceive the importance and usefulness of grades as well as how grading
might affect student motivation. Additionally, this study examined how teachers interact
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with the grading scale itself and determine whether there is a significant difference in
teachers’ response if teachers taught a particular grade level, were directed by specific
district policy, were rated ‘effective’ on summative and observation TEM/TEAM scores,
had a certain years of experience, or if they were traditionally or non-traditionally trained.
This chapter discusses major findings of the study concerning relationships of those
factors and items most in agreement and in disagreement between teacher groups, trends
and implications of such findings, and the role of policy to drive positive change.
Factors and Items in Agreement
The teachers in my study affirm that such a zero on an art project can be
demotivating and have lasting and far-reaching effects on a student, whether the student
is in kindergarten or learning at any grade level. In fact, survey respondents were most in
agreement on this issue, more than any other question posed on the Teachers Perceptions
of Grading Practices Survey (TPGP/POS). Teachers rated average, below average and
above average on their Summative 2012 evaluation scores; teachers rated average, below
average and above average on their Overall 2013 evaluation scores; teachers with fifteen
or fewer and more than fifteen years of experience; and those traditionally and nontraditionally trained teachers all agree that grades of zero can demotivate a student. Each
group showed greatest agreement through an effect size no more than .01.
Similar to the position held by many researchers who believe that zeros do not
have a place in the grading equation, findings of this study suggest support that assigning
zeros can be counterproductive in the classroom (Reeves, 2004). Teachers in this study
hold positive and mutually supportive beliefs that students are not motivated by threats of
failure but by the opportunity to earn greater freedom and discretion by completing work
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accurately and on time (Reeves, 2004). Research on use of zeros in the classroom is
ample and shows that teachers that believe that zeros are demotivating are working
against the cultural American norm of conflating accountability and behavioral
responsibility with academic mastery when grading. Zoeckler (2007) proved that most
American teachers use the zero as an opportunity to teach behavioral and even moral
lessons to students. This study reveals that some teacher respondents are shifting away
from such cultural beliefs and putting different practices to use in the classroom.
Teachers in the study also found cross-group agreement on grading usefulness.
Specifically, teachers in both the elementary group and middle/high group as well as
those with traditional and non-traditional teacher preparation training agreed that grading
can encourage good work by students. These same groups of teachers support the belief
that grading can keep students informed about their progress. Additionally, the
elementary and middle/high school groups as well as the urban and suburban teacher
groups agreed that grading provides feedback to students. The teacher beliefs support a
shift away from the traditional view that grading is primarily a summative event that is
used for reporting out to parents and colleges; instead, teachers in this study believe
grades open up communication with students for future refinement and can even serve as
motivators for better student work to come.
In essence, teachers in this study within all grade levels, all training backgrounds
and in both the urban and suburban districts feel that reporting of grades is not
synonymous with an end state, and that grades are to be viewed and used more
formatively—by teachers and students. Yet, in order to accomplish a more formative use
for grades, communication must ensue, especially if a teacher believes good work will be
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the output. Communication between teachers and students either through written and/or
verbal feedback will provide the useful information necessary for students to be
motivated to change course and/or persevere to produce good work. Though teachers in
the study are reporting that grades alone, with no other communication, are enough to be
encouraging, informative feedback. This response suggests that teachers may need more
training on grading for learning. Specifically, teachers may need more training on how to
bridge the gap between numerical or quantitative feedback and qualitative feedback so
students and parents are clear on the information they are receiving from teachers
throughout the year. For grades to provide necessary information and enough feedback to
students to change or affirm practice, grading conversations should take place. Grades
can elicit conversations that create space for the complex dynamics necessary for
communication (Webber & Wilson, 2013). In a good conversation, participants (teachers
and students) feel as if they are realizing things they’d only suspected before. A good
conversation moves—it builds and bends back in itself, pauses, gathers steam, takes
turns, plunges forward, and gathers itself into new understandings and connections
(Webber & Wilson, 2013). The full engagement of students and teachers are required, as
participants give voice to their experience to create complicate shared understandings. In
this robust teacher-student engagement, clarity surrounding grades emerges and students
gain a better understanding of what they should keep doing and what they should be
doing differently. Grades alone do not deepen understanding (O’Connor, 2011). Yet,
grades can serve as a part of the continuous improvement process as implied by teachers
involved in the study.
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Other points of cross-group agreement involve grades based on students’
problem-solving ability and ability to turn in assignments on time. Teachers rated
average, below average and above average on their Summative 2012 evaluation scores as
well as those teachers with all ranges of teaching experience (15 or fewer years and more
than 15 years) agreed that grades indicate students’ problem-solving ability. This
agreement implies that the teachers’ assessments involve questions and exercises than
require students to exemplify problem-solving skills in order to get sufficient points or
full scores on classroom tests, quizzes and any other graded activity. Such thinking is
aligned to the movement to the Common Core State Standards in Tennessee. The goal of
the Common Core Standards is to ensure that students are held to the same high
expectations as students across the country, and that these new standards focus on
developing students’ critical thinking, problem-solving, and writing skills – real world
skills that students need to be successful in today’s workforce. In addition, Tennessee’s
new standards focus on a deeper understanding of materials, not just basic memorization
and test-taking skills, which is essential if students are to develop and exemplify their
problem solving abilities. Teacher agreement on linking grades and students’ problemsolving abilities may be fueled by teachers’ recent state training on the Common Core.
Nearly all teacher respondents in the study (with the exception of those teachers not
employed at the time) would have participated in a 2012 summer Common Core
Standards training lead by the state of Tennessee, which included lessons on creating
assessments that are more intentionally open-ended, requiring students to be critical
thinkers and designers of possibilities instead of selectors of one singular right answer.

90

Another cross-group agreement was the belief that grades are based on students’
ability to turn assignments in on time. Teachers rated average, below average and above
average on their Overall 2013 evaluation scores as well as teachers with all ranges of
teaching experience (15 or fewer years and more than 15 years) agreed that grades and
timely return of assignments are linked. These results imply that the moral imperative, so
rooted in the American educational culture, to teach responsibility and accountability is
ever-present, even when conflated with teachers’ desire to account for content or lesson
mastery. As a result, when academic mastery and behavior are mixed within a student’s
grade, grades become less meaningful since they veer from being pure representations of
standards, or learning criteria (Guskey, 1996). Since grades are mainly intended to
communicate the achievement status of students, discounting grades for turning in an
assignment is faulty practice. Faulty grading practices have detrimental effects on student
achievement, motivation, and self-concept (O’Connor, 2009). If grades are to
communicate with students and parents about students’ achievement of learning goals,
then we must recognize that grades are only one way to provide feedback, and this
feedback should be clear and precisely about achievement. If clear communication about
student achievement does not occur, then none of the other purposes of grades, like
behavioral aspects such as turning in an assignment on time, can be effectively carried
out. Grading communication should fit the purpose of what grades are—symbols that
summarize achievement over a period of time. Yet, outcomes of this study confirm that
teacher respondents do not agree with this concise definition and clear purpose of grades.
This conflation of purpose makes it difficult for students and parents to truly know what
is needed to support learning and encourage success. Without acknowledging that the
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primary purpose of grades is to communicate student achievement, grades will be
disparate, uneven and can have wildly different meanings from one teacher to the next,
even if those teachers both teach the same grade level and course. As a result, the teacherstudent relationship is strained because the students view grades as a teacher’s means to
control behavior as well as report academic mastery. Compliance can earn you a good
grade just as easily as attending to lessons. Because there is great agreement from
teachers in this study that grades are and should be based on students’ ability to turn
assignments in on time, bright students who have mastered learning concepts but fail to
adhere to behavioral guidelines, can fail tests and courses, fracture their G.P.A.’s and
college entrance standing—and consider dropping out altogether when what they know
doesn’t match their course grades. If students do not take a long-view, one that
illuminates the long-term effects on not turning in assignments on time, their academic
future may be in peril. I do not know many teens that have the maturity to “play out” the
domino effect of compounding classroom behavioral consequences semesters or years in
advance—maturity necessary to navigate the uncertain mix of achievement and other
informal information (impressions of effort, conduct, teamwork, leadership, compliance,
etc.) regularly imposed by teachers. When letter grades combine various aspects of
student development, not only do they lose their meaning as a measure of achievement,
but they also suppress information concerning other important aspects of development
(Gronlund & Linn, 1990).
Other group agreements were found in this study. Specifically, teacher
respondents in all grade levels (elementary and middle/high groups) additionally agreed
that high grades can motivate students to learn and grades are based on students’ ability
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to follow directions. This corresponds with aforementioned thoughts that teachers view
grades as important, encouraging feedback; but alone, without written or verbal feedback
in addition to the letter grade, high grades are unlikely to be long-term motivators for
students. The number and/or letter grade does not fully communicate specific points of
learning mastery, so students are not sure what the grade represents. Therefore, it is
unlikely students know what to replicate or stop doing in the future. This is especially
true when the same group of teacher respondents in the study also agree that grades are
based on students’ ability to follow directions. If grades include other kinds of
information other than student achievement, an entangling of purpose distorts the
meaning and subsequently, the motivational essence of grades. Teachers in this study
mutually agree that mixing reporting variables, such as turning in assignments on time
and following directions, and grading variables, such as process and product learning
goals, are one in the same. Students are punished and rewarded for behavioral or
discipline-related actions, and teachers label these rewards and punishments as Algebra,
Chemistry, Language Arts, Music, and so on.
Both the urban and suburban districts agreed that grading practices are important
measures of student achievement, grading provides feedback to students, and if a student
fails to complete an assignment, a grade of zero is assigned. Also, there is substantial
agreement that both urban and suburban teachers tend to use letter grades rather than
numbers in grading. Again, similar contradictions are found here as with other
agreements found: teachers in the study strongly agree that grading is important
feedback, but clarity of feedback is not a priority. Though teachers acknowledge how
profoundly impactful grades can be, they continue to involve a distortion of information
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(both academic and behavioral) in their grading practices that undermines the purpose
and importance of their grades in the first place.
Teachers in both districts report that grading is feedback and are very willing to
assign a grade of no score, or zero, if no work is completed. Therefore, the teachers’
feedback to students receiving the zero is “My assignment was not meaningful enough to
complete; you don’t even need to learn what I was measuring with this assignment;
and/or I do not care that you did not attend to this assignment.” The zero certainly
provides the easiest and sometimes fastest feedback to students, yet it is punishing
feedback that does not work (Guskey, 2000). When teachers believe they are building
work ethic and respect by the use of zeros for missing work, they send the following clear
message: your semester is over after a few missing assignments, so you might as well
give up. This is the opposite message that this very same group (urban and suburban
teachers) also reported: grading provides information about student achievement. A zero
for missing work is not reflective of what a student knows and is able to do; therefore, a
zero is counterproductive to teacher-student, teacher-parent and teacher-college
communication and an ineffective means to provide feedback to improve student
performance.
Teachers in the study that are rated average, below average and above average on
their Summative 2012 evaluation score agreed that grading helps them categorize
students as above average, average and below average, grading is based on students’
writing ability and grading is the easiest part of their role as teachers. Such categorization
implies that learning is a competitive activity in which students complete against one
another for the few scare rewards (high grades) distributed by the teacher, especially if
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the teacher uses a bell curve to grade. Under these conditions, students readily see that
helping others become successful threatens their own chance for success. As a result,
learning becomes a game of winners and losers; and because on the Standard Grading
Scale the number of rewards is kept small, most students are forced to be losers
(O’Connor, 2009). Since all levels of teachers in this study cite categorization as a
primary purpose for grading, they are likely creating anxiety for students to “make the
grade” in the upper category. Because grading brands winners and losers, it works against
the goal of learning for all students; for every student who wins with an A, there is one
who loses with a B, C, or F. As the top scorers become more enamored of their successes
in school, one by one, the bottom dwellers give up and go elsewhere (Bellanca, 1992).
This same group of teachers (those that are rated average, below average and
above average on their Summative 2012 evaluation score) agreed that grades are based
on students’ writing ability. Since there is no unified approach the teaching or assessing
writing for any of the teachers in this study, such teaching autonomy certainly has
influenced teachers’ grading practices. Meaning, students’ “writing ability” for some
teachers may place heavy emphasis on proper constructs of grammar and mechanics,
while others may look to creativity, and others content and organization. Teachers in the
secondary classroom (middle & high) likely have their own grading rubrics, if at all, to
determine weights and scales for high-stakes writing assessments, such as research papers
and senior capstone projects—some of which can account for up to 25% of students’ final
grade. As a former high school English teacher, I did not teach writing, per se, I assisted
students with brushing up on writing skills they should have acquired earlier and looked
to content –driven assignments and assessments as my grading guide. Yet, there remained
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a great deal of variance between what I deemed effective writing ability and what my
peer English teachers determined. As a result, and likely the same for teachers in this
study, a clear definition of effective writing ability is elusive.
Moreover, the same teachers in this study report that grading was the easiest part
of their role as a teacher. As mentioned before, if employing practices such as the use of
zeros, clicking “0” in a gradebook or dismissing a student by not following up on why an
assignment was not completed, may indeed be a very easy practice. Grading that is
reflective of listening to students’ conversations, following their projects, reading and
responding to their writing over multiple drafts, may not be that easy. If students are
forced to spend their time listening, filling out worksheets and selecting between a set of
predetermined answers, such as multiple choice assessment options, then it may be
indeed easy to reduce student results to a summary letter (B) or a number (83). Yet, it
also likely means there is no authentic assessment to be assessed (Kohn, 2013). Taking
effort to figure out the extent to which students’ thinking is becoming more sophisticated
and where gaps still exist takes dialogue, practice, refinement, struggle and time. The
work of grading individuals amid class rosters that include hundreds of students can and
should be complex—and far from simple. To arrive at grades, hundreds of decisions must
be made along the way; the final grade could be very different if any of those choices is
made differently, as they so often are, varying from teacher to teacher. Teachers, like
those in this study, have come to believe that grading is easy; in fact, grading is extremely
complicated.
Teachers that scored an overall average, below average or above average
TEM/TEAM evaluation rating in 2013 additionally agreed that they often give students
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opportunities to earn extra credit, it is easy for them to assess students with a single grade
or score, and that the Standard Grading Scale is an effective means to report grades. Just
like the teacher groups that reported use of zeros for not turning in assignments on time,
giving extra credit is a questionable grading practice. Giving grades of zeros for failure to
complete an assignment distorts achievement, making it appear that students are
achieving at a lower level than they actually are. It is, therefore, equally important that
student achievement is not distorted upward by the use of extra credit. There is a long
tradition in middle and high school, especially in the United States, of allowing students
to boost their grades by doing things that have nothing to do with the learning goals
(O’Connor, 2009). Over my 14 years as an elementary, middle and high school teacher
and another 10 as an administrator, I have experienced many examples of extra credit,
ranging from bringing in paper towels to attending plays. My own daughter received
extra credit points for bringing back her report card signed in a timely manner.
Grades are supposed to be measures of achievement, so it is appropriate that
students have “extra” opportunities to improve their grades, but these opportunities
should involve demonstration of students’ knowledge and skills aligned to particular
standards. If these extra opportunities to improve grades are to be valid, it is equally
important that the additional demonstration of knowledge and skill be at a higher level of
achievement, not just more work earing more points. Therefore, it is inappropriate to
employ extra credit to assessments (and subsequently grades) that simply make it appear
that student achievement is higher than it really is.
This same teacher group (teachers that scored an overall average, below average
or above average TEM/TEAM evaluation rating in 2013), similarly to teachers in the
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2012 Summative evaluation group, agreed that grading is easy, especially providing
students with a single assessment score. Much of modern grading is done in a
mechanistic way, using formulas and/or computer grading software to produce final
grades that are merely the results of arithmetic calculations. Thus, teachers and students
have come to believe, as affirmed in this study, that grading is easy and student
achievement can be readily assessed with a single score. Kohn (2013) counters this claim:
“What grades offer is spurious precision, a subjective rating masquerading as an
objective assessment.” Grades are a matter of values than they are of science (O’Connor,
2009). All along the grading trail, the teacher has made value judgments about what type
of assessment to use, what content to include in the assessment, how the assessment will
be scored, and how assessment scores will be combined to arrive a final grade. A
teacher’s autonomy and subjectivity along the way ensures that grades are more
subjective than they are objective, and whittling down the subjective to a precise
numerical score is a complex and difficult task.
The same precision challenge remains with use of the Standard Grading Scale,
even though teachers with all levels of Overall 2013 TEM/TEAM evaluation scores
substantively agreed that the Standard Grading Scale is an effective means to report
grades. The Standard Grade Scale that uses A, B, C, D, and F, with each letter
representing a numerically-assigned value of 0-100, is the most commonly used grading
scale in the United States. Yet, teachers’ imprecise, subjective use of assessments and
emboldened sense of grading ease, translates to the Standard Grading Scale. The
Standard Grading Scale divides student achievement into 5 neat categories, giving
teachers and students a false sense of precision; and therefore, detracts from the main
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purpose of grading—meaningful communication about student achievement. Each of the
5 categories is mathematically disproportionate allowing for a greater possibility of
recording failure rather than success. Moreover, the scale itself doesn’t communicate
with any specificity what a student knows and is able to do. A grade of 60/F on the
Standard Grading Scale may mean a student did not follow directions or turned in late
work, even though he/she knows the academic content. Conversely, a grade of 95/A on
the Standard Grading Scale may mean a student knows the academic content fairly well
yet supplied the teacher with a box of tissues to boost her grade from a B to an A.
Teachers with all ranges of teaching experience (15 or fewer years and more than
15 years) reported great agreement that grades are based on the degree to which students
participate in class and students’ critical thinking ability. Again, classroom behavior, such
as turning in assignments on time, following directions and class participation are highly
valuable attributes, but they should not be included in grades, as teachers in this study do,
because they are very difficult to define and even more difficult to measure. Stiggins
(1997) suggests that participation is a personality issue—some students are naturally
more assertive, while others are quieter. And how much participation is necessary to
ascribe the most points to a student? Should a student make sure her hand is raised every
day? Should a student call out answers or deliver questions even though she may not
have any to provide? What about the teacher’s level of comfort with students’
participation? For some teachers, participation means compliance to classroom rules,
which may mean students quietly working at their desks, and for others, it means
students’ logging online a few times a week and depositing comments on the classroom
blog. If a student does not have access to a home computer, he/she may be locked out of
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full participation points which will bring down her overall final grade. Thus, we run the
risk of perpetuating bias and insensitivity toward students.
Teachers with all ranges of teaching experience (15 or fewer years and more than
15 years) also agreed that grades are based on students’ critical thinking ability. Much
like the cross-study group agreement that grades are based on students’ problem-solving
ability, basing grades on critical thinking ability implies that teachers’ assessments
involve questions and exercises than require students to evidence critical thinking skills
in order to get optimal points or full scores on classroom tests, quizzes and any other
graded activity. Such thinking is also aligned to the Common Core State Standards
movement that compels students to analyze, apply, discriminate, seek, reason, predict,
and transform knowledge into new. More effective than rote memorization, critical
thinking skills allow students to become less dependent on teachers and textbooks, create
new knowledge and challenge and change structures in society—all higher-order skills
inclusive of a quality education and transferable beyond the classroom. Therefore, study
results imply teachers are willing to forego explicit control with their assessments by
allowing a range of pathways to correct answers. Additionally, when teachers base grades
on critical thinking skills, students must synthesize instead of regurgitate.
Findings in this study also reveal that teachers traditionally and non-traditionally
trained strongly agree that grading is a good method for helping students identify their
weaknesses in a content area. This affirmation implies that grades only include
information about academic mastery in a particular content area. Yet, as ample research
and findings in this study have proved, teachers rarely include just achievement measures
when grading; teachers mix many ingredients to arrive at grades. Student characteristics
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such as ability, participation, and behavior are included in the grading mix because
grades serve so many purposes. As a result, grades become meaningless for their main
purpose—communication. Teachers may believe that grades serve as effective
communication, but because there are so many grading variables, it is difficult for
students to pinpoint areas of weakness. If students cannot determine weaknesses with
specificity, it is even more difficult for students to know what and how to improve.
Traditionally and non-traditionally trained teachers largely agreed that grades are
based on students’ spelling ability. This implies that teachers in this study are weighing
English mechanics/conventions alongside learning goal mastery. This may be because it
is easier to determine the right and wrong spelling of words and teachers are seeking to
be as objective as possible with regard to grading. Though, in an age with spell-check and
autocorrect at the fingertips of students, it is unclear if spelling ability should be a highlyvalued grading variable. This may be more true of elementary teachers where spelling is
a foundational performance standard, but less needed as student standards elevate to more
sophisticated abilities at the secondary level.
What is implied by this spelling ability finding, and all findings in grading
agreement throughout the study, is that teachers could use more training on determining
what grading data is necessary or appropriate. Grading data is not surprisingly
inconsistent in this study, as with teachers throughout the United Stated, and is oftentimes
rendered meaningless due to the volume of variables teachers include within one
assessment score. Teachers could use assistance simplifying and clarifying such grading
confusion often accepted as standard practice by students and their parents. And, for as
much as teachers seem to agree on the purpose of grades, teachers in this study
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substantially disagree on grading practices as well.
Factors and Items in Disagreement
The survey item in greatest disagreement focuses on basing grades on students’
completion of homework. Of the 6 teacher groups in the study, 4 of them produced
statistically significant results regarding the issue of homework. Specifically, middle/high
school teachers, urban district teachers, teachers that scored average or below on their
summative 2012 observations, and non-traditionally trained teachers favored the practice
of basing grades on students’ completion of homework over elementary school teachers,
suburban district teachers, teachers that scored above average on their summative 2012
observations and traditionally-trained teachers.
Not surprisingly, homework is still a ritual in American schools, especially in our
middle and high schools. For middle/high school teachers, at best, they will introduce a
concept during class and assign students problems or activities to complete at home, as a
reinforcement of what was learned during the day. If a student struggled with the in-class
lesson, then the student is to look to the text or his/her parents for extra help after hours.
Regardless, the work at home is usually universal, the same for all students, with limited
to no choice and due the next day (or at a prescribed date given by the teacher). Despite
students’ difficulty understanding /mastering a concept or access to assistance (such as a
computer or parent) at home, students are given a grade for the assigned homework. As
noted by the 4 teacher groups that favored basing grades on homework, homework scores
are summative and are indelible marks in the teachers’ gradebooks, likely to be averaged
with other assignments that may be larger or smaller in scope and rigor. Research says
otherwise: most of the time homework is formative, and therefore, should not be part of
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the grade (O’Connor, 2009).
As it is currently used by the large majority of middle and high teachers in this
study, homework is not risk-free. Secondary students do not get the chance to experiment
with new skills or apply what they learned so they can find out what they really
understand and return to class to ask questions about what was not understood. Instead,
they are graded on “getting it” the first time without the assistance of a knowledge
professional, their teacher, as a guide. Grading homework also implies that mistakes are
not essential for learning. Students, in unison, must understand a concept within the time
allotted for class and evidence mastery by way of homework turned in the next day. This
practice, favored by middle/high school teachers, suggests there is a need for more
training for secondary teachers in this study on the purpose and role of homework in the
classroom and if at all in the gradebook. Middle/high school teachers could look to their
elementary peers who do not favor grading homework to help. Because elementary
students’ growth and development is more rapid, and thus more readily visible, teachers
in grades K-5 tend to employ a more developmental approach to teaching and learning.
Students in the elementary grades may have homework, but it is not necessarily graded
work, as it is assumed with the middle/high school. Teachers in the lower grades still give
practice work as homework: reading a story, writing spelling words, studying vocabulary
cards, etc. Middle/high school teachers shift to graded homework because in most cases
it’s the only leverage they have to get students to do it (Patterson, 2003). Yet, as have
others, he notes that this only works for students who are concerned about their grades.
Unfortunately, for many of the urban district middle/high students included in this
study, less than 50% graduate from high school. Over 85% of the urban district students
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are classified as economically disadvantaged and are facing challenges that come with
living in the poorest American city of its size that has the highest infant mortality and
obesity rates and is ranked third for its widespread inner-city violence. Urban district
students’ focus is likely trying to stay safe before and after school rather than completing
their nightly homework that they may or may not be equipped to complete. The urban
district data implies that students may not be as concerned about grades, which makes the
practice of taking grades as leverage to get students to complete homework useless. To
compound the issue, urban district students largely do not have the same home context as
the suburban district students and likely lack the same encouragement and parental
support, rendering homework more of quick path to failure rather than feedback for
success. Class differences between urban and suburban students can easily create
disadvantages at school for lower-class students. Unfortunately, homework has the
potential to exacerbate class differences and widen the achievement gap (Vatterott,
2009).
The study findings also reveal that teachers with average to below average
summative 2012 observation scores favor basing grades on completion of homework,
while their above average peers do not. This suggests that teachers that do not have the
instructional and classroom management acumen are using grading homework as means
of control and engagement they are struggling to find with their students. Average to
below average teachers default to what they know and experienced themselves in school
and are not as willing to take risks. Discipline, grades, attendance, using praise and
disapproval, and homework are ingrained in American education as a means to ensure
that student behavior can be controlled. So it’s no surprise that teachers performing
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average or below on their observations in this study report using default practices, though
punishing, as a way to make students behave, or do their homework. When punishments
don’t work, teachers, especially average or less than average ones, often increase the
punishment, as if more of the same will accomplish the goal.
The same predicament holds true for non-traditionally trained teachers. Nontraditionally trained teachers often come into the classroom on alternative licenses with
substantially less classroom preparation than those teachers that come from traditional
training through a four or five year undergraduate program in education. The urban
district in this study uses Teacher for America (TFA) corps members as a main pipeline
for its non-traditional teachers. TFA corps members engage in a total of 5 weeks of
classroom preparation prior to being allowed to teach district students. The 5 weeks does
not include field experience in any way, so TFA teachers never benefit from real-time
practice prior to teaching classrooms full of students. To compound the issue, TFA corps
members serve our most underprivileged and at-risk students in our hard-to-staff schools.
Classroom management is nearly always an issue as TFA teachers struggle with the
complexity of teaching; and as a result, they default to more and more measures of
control, like graded homework. Other non-traditional teachers like those from Michelle
Rhee’s The New Teacher Project or others on alternative licenses from STEM
disciplines, all have very limited time, if at all, engaged in educational research and
practice before they are allowed to teach. According to Ravitch (2013),
[Classroom teachers] should be masters of their subject, even
better, two subjects. They should have a strong liberal arts education,
as young recruits in TFA do, but a strong liberal arts education is
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not enough. In addition to knowing their subject, they should learn
how to teach, how to manage the classroom, how to deal with disruptive
behavior, how to educate students with special needs, and how to engage
parents to help their children… and there is much more they will learn on
the job. They should pass tests to demonstrate their mastery of what they
intend to teach. Teaching is complex, and it should be a career, not a
springboard to bigger and better things. (p. 141)
This lack of training suggests it is difficult for non-traditional teachers to fully succeed in
the classroom and optimize student achievement. Non-traditional teachers need
professional education that includes effective pedagogy, classroom practice with
students, and greater understanding of formative verses summative assessments—5
weeks or less of preparation is insufficient for topics so intricate and important for the
well-being of students.
The survey item also in great disagreement focuses on assigning students a grade
of zero if they fail to complete an assignment. Of the 6 teacher groups in the study, 3 of
them produced statistically significant results regarding the issue of giving zeros.
Specifically, middle/high school teachers, teachers that scored average or below on their
summative 2012 observations, and non-traditionally trained teachers favored the practice
of giving zeros for failure to complete assignments over elementary school teachers,
teachers that scored above average on their summative 2012 observations and
traditionally-trained teachers.
This study item result mirrors what was found with the homework issue
previously discussed: secondary teachers, those facing challenges with instruction, and
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teachers with non-traditional training lack the training, classroom experience and perhaps
willingness to utilize effective grading strategies. In fact, the two issues (grading
homework and giving zeros for failing to complete assignments) are often one in the
same: teachers in these groups regularly assign homework with the expectation that it is
due the next class day for a grade—regardless of home context, readiness for the
assignment, resources at home, teacher-led preparation, individual student interest or
needs. Because the majority of teachers that fit into the categories of average or below
summative 2012 observation scores and non-traditionally trained are employed in the
study’s urban district, the issues are multiplied for students already at-risk. The same
implication for grading homework rings true for giving zeros for not completing
assignments in an urban setting: economic diversity of families holds perhaps the greatest
challenge as schools struggle to implement fair and equitable homework policies. As a
result, when teachers implement ineffective grading practices, oftentimes the “have-not”
students, like 85% in this study’s economically-disadvantaged urban district, are quickly
burdened with damaging results. When an at-risk urban student cannot keep up with the
daily graded homework, he will accumulate zeros and learn quickly that he is in
academic trouble with limited options to recoup points to pass the course. Without the
necessary parent intervention or school advocates (by way of teacher help or district
policy), the urban student will likely accept failure and suffer through the academic term
disengaged, unmotivated and perhaps choose to be disruptive along the way. Zeros often
accompany failure, and failure often leads students to dropping out. The urban district’s
drop-out rate of over 50% affirms this unfortunate trajectory. Equally troubling is that
there are teachers in this study contributing to the district’s failures and drop-out rate by
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giving zeros instead of making sure students complete assignments, especially those
assigned for homework.
Instead of adding to the student performance issue by giving zeros, teachers, no
matter grade level, level of effectiveness or training, can opt for positive alternatives.
First, teachers can change the consequences for missing work from a zero to the
requirement that students complete the work. By eliminating the option for a zero, a
teacher can significantly reduce a student’s chance of failure. Secondly, teachers can set
up what Reeves (2011) calls a “menu system” for students. The menu system allows
students to take responsibility for their learning and assume appropriate consequences for
missing work. If students fail to complete an assignment or if they do badly on a test,
students must take the initiative to choose something else from the menu to demonstrate
mastery. Students don’t get out of learning the material; they gain agency and control
over their academic fate. Teachers get students that are more engaged, feel more
respected and less likely to fail. The menu system is not a panacea, but it gives students
something they crave: freedom and control over their own time, which nightly homework
and subsequent zeros do not afford.
Other items that resulted in noteworthy statistically significant cross-group
disagreements were that middle/high school teachers in the study favored passing
students if a student puts forth effort as opposed to their elementary counterparts.
Teachers in the urban school district as well as those teachers that were rated average or
below on their summative 2012 observations scores favored basing grades on the degree
to which students participated in class as opposed to the suburban teacher respondents in
the study and teachers that scores above average on their summative 2012 observations
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that do not look favorably on using class participation when determining grades. Lastly,
middle/high school teacher study respondents and teachers non-traditionally trained
acknowledged having their own grading procedure as opposed to the elementary teachers
and traditionally-trained teachers in the study. These disagreements support the finding
that, in sum, the middle/high school teachers in the urban school district (which likely
have lower summative observation scores and less traditional training) are more inclined
to use less effective grading practices, which means our most fragile students—those
most economically disadvantaged, enduring the least stable/safe/supportive home
environment, already feeling somehow deficient and least likely to find academic success
and sympathy in the upper grades are subjected to grading as a disciplinary instrument
rather than a tool that enhances and furthers the educational experience. Grading for these
students seems to be rooted in a deficit-based approach to education which is harmful to
students. Not surprisingly, the anxiety students feel at the threat [of this deficit approach
to grading] animates the psychic life of the classroom; rather than allowing a teacher and
learner to open themselves to the transformative power of love, hope and the human
imagination, using zeros, grading homework, effort and participation seem to be a game
of exclusion for secondary urban teachers (Hoben, 2013). This reductive, compliancedriven grading system has damaging costs for its students.
Policy’s Role and Implications
The ineffective grading practices found in this study are not solely teacher-driven.
In fact, the urban district grading policy at the time of this study required that 10% of
grades be based on homework, 20% on class participation, 20% on class work/daily
work, and 50% on assessments. The district conflates behavioral issues with academic
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reporting of mastery from the outset, making the grading policy rules murky for the urban
district’s teachers. This grading policy allows for great latitude from teacher to teacher,
making it very difficult for teachers to define grades and measure what goes into a grade.
According to Stiggins (1997), any time items such as effort or participation are a part of
the grading policy equation, “we add noise into the grade interpretation process” (p. 418).
Noise means “static, not clear meaningful signals” (p. 413). He also notes that “students
can manipulate their apparent level of effort and participation to mislead us,” especially
at the secondary level (p. 418). Based on class participation alone, 20% of the urban
district’s policy is highly subjective, allowing the teacher to define what full participation
means, and it lends itself to student bias: Latin students may be more reluctant to look
adults in the eyes when speaking; ESL students may be less likely to speak up in class
fearing being made fun of because of their limited English skills; African-American male
students may be more vocal throughout a lesson and subsequently discounted
participation points because their participation was not shared during what the teacher
deems “appropriate” participation time. A myriad of wrong messages, like perpetuating
cultural bias, goes into grades when policy and teacher practice factors in effort and
participation. At 20% of a student’s total grade, a student that fails to measure up to a
teacher’s participation expectations is in academic jeopardy on the Standard Scale.
Adding 10% of the grading equation for homework, a student dealing with Memphis’
typical urban context, not able to complete nightly homework, and subsequently getting
zeroes for not turning in homework is in double jeopardy for failing as a result. An urban
student that fails to complete homework and participate in class (totaling 30% out of
100%), must pass all class work, daily work and assessments to pass the course. The
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deficit-approach to grading found with the urban teachers in the study is encouraged and
even supported by district policy, which is clearly inaccurate and unfair, especially to our
already at-risk urban secondary students.
Notably, when examining the suburban district’s grading policy, even though a
required number of grades were outlined, there was language included that directly
addressed grading intentions. Grades were to be tied “solely to students’ acquired
knowledge, ability or skill in the designated subject…no academic credit/points were
allowed to be awarded or deducted for any purpose that is not directly related to the
students’ academic performance” (SCS Policy 5015, 2012, p. 1). The suburban policy
also noted that “A reasonable number of academic points may be deducted from a
student’s academic grade for failure to submit homework, or other assigned academic
work on the date specified by the teacher” (SCS Policy 5015, 2012, p. 1). While not
ideal, the suburban policy provided some guidance to teachers on what is to be included
in grades (subject knowledge only), but they did not provide how grades are to be
determined, as the urban district did. The suburban policy did encourage a reduction of
points for work turned in late, which may be why the suburban school teachers in this
study strongly agreed with the urban district’s teachers that they favor assigning students
a grade of zero for failure to complete an assignment. The suburban district’s policy still
leaves much room for interpretation; notably, what is a “reasonable number of points?”
Does the definition of “reasonable” change by grade level taught, by subject, or by
teacher? According to the findings of this study, suburban and urban teachers alike deem
a grade of zero, or a reduction of 100 points, as reasonable.
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Grading policy is certainly a factor in teachers’ grading practices, but as Reeves
(2011) notes, it is simply not true that people either implement a policy or fail to
implement it. There is, with almost every complex educational matter, a range to
successful implementation, which comes with experience and training. Because this study
finds urban, middle/high teachers with non-traditional training opting for more
ineffective grading practices than others in the study, the students in their care at most at
risk for academic success. Study findings suggest that these teachers need more guidance
than their suburban, elementary school counterparts that largely come from traditional
training grounds—that include practicum and student teaching experiences within the
classroom with students, prior to teaching. More experience in training and in the
classroom allows teachers to try out what grading practices yield more effective results
with students instead of defaulting squarely to what policy dictates. Teachers from nontraditional training in a secondary classroom setting are likely consumed with managing
the classroom that they deprioritize items of significance, such as effective grading
practices. In turn, they reach for compliance-driven approaches that provide the
behavioral control they seek; and in return, they distort the purpose of classroom grades
rendering them meaningless yet harmful. Clear district and school grading policies can
aid these teachers struggling with effective grading practices and can provide a more
accurate and fair support system for students.
Policy Recommendations
The wide grading perception variance between grade levels, districts, level of
effectiveness, years of experience and training results found in this study suggests a lack
of consistency in policy and practice, which is unfair to students. What students need are
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grading policies and procedures that are reasonably consistent within each school,
between teachers and between schools in the same district that provide specific guidance
for teachers at the classroom and gradebook level. Moreover, students need policies that
support effective grading practices that communicate a clear commitment to student
learning, not punishment or manipulation. For example, instead of policy that calls for
30% of a student’s grade predicated on completion of homework and class participation
(as with the urban district in this study) or reduction of points for late work (as with the
suburban district in this study), a new policy supporting effective grading practices would
include such language as:
1. Grading procedures shall be related directly to stated learning goals.
2. Individual achievement of stated learning goals shall be the only basis for
grades.
3. Effort, participation, attitude and other behaviors shall not be included in
grades but shall be reported separately, unless they are a stated part of a
learning goal.
4. Late submission of assessment evidence shall be handled as follows:
a. Teachers may set due dates and deadlines for all marked assessment
evidence that will be part of a student grade.
b. There shall be no penalties for late submission of assessment evidence.
c. Late submission of assessment evidence may lead to parent contact and
will be noted for inclusion in the comments section of the report card.
d. Late submission of assessment evidence may lead to an invitation or the
requirement to attend a support session during the school day.
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e. Students may request and receive extensions of timeliness.
f. Assessment evidence that is not submitted will be identified in the
gradebook as NS (not submitted). Zeros will not be used.
g. Students are expected to complete all required work and will be given
opportunities and support to do so during the school day.
5. In determining grades, teachers must decide whether they have sufficient
evidence of achievement. If not, the grade recorded shall be an I (Incomplete).
The I will remain on the report card until such time as the student provides the
missing evidence.
This study revealed some important findings that can inform policy and practice
and be useful for teachers, administrators, and policy makers alike. Understanding the
perceptions that teachers bring to the classroom, guide the grading practices that teachers
adopt. Practices employed in the classroom, closest to students, are the most powerful
influencers of positive or negative student outcomes. As a result, for policy makers,
having a clear understanding of the perceptions and beliefs teachers have about classroom
assessment/grading practices is critical. Understanding the beliefs teachers hold,
particularly about students’ abilities and behaviors as they relate to assessments, can be
used as a framework for identifying educational resources meant to help teachers and
schools perform. For example, if teachers support students’ ability orientations, as found
with the strong problem solving and critical thinking agreements in this study, the local
district and/or Tennessee State Department of Education can work with teachers to
formulate assessment practices that promote students’ problem-solving skills and content
mastery thereof. In this case, Tennessee’s adoption of national Common Core Standards
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are a positive first step in supporting teachers beliefs about use of problem solving and
critical thinking as a basis for students’ grades. Policy makers can further this
understanding by providing teachers the support they will need to change assessment and
grading practices that promote essentials for problem solving and critical thinking:
creativity, synthesis and authenticity, rather than rote memorization of facts.
Policy makers can use findings of this study to better support teacher training
regarding ineffective grading practices, especially with urban, middle and high school
teachers that come from non-traditional training backgrounds. The Tennessee Department
of Education and/or local district boards of education can ensure that all teachers with a
secondary certificate, or who are teaching in a middle or high school classroom, go for
further training and take more courses in assessment and grading to improve their skill
and use of effective classroom assessment and grading practices. This could be an annual
or bi-annual requirement necessary for secondary teachers to maintain their teaching
licenses and/or above average level of effectiveness on their own evaluations. This
additional training also has implications for administrators, or supervisors of teachers:
they, too, would need further professional development and training on assessment and
grading so they can effectively lead and guide the renewed role of assessment and
grading in their schools and classrooms. Like teachers, policymakers may require that
those with an administrative license, especially those leading secondary, urban schools,
go for further training on assessment and grading before they can receive or renew their
license. It will be more difficult for teachers to employ effective assessment and grading
practices without the full support and understanding of their principals.
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Policy makers can use findings of this study for teachers in urban settings
nationwide, as it was the teachers in the urban school district that favored the use of zeros
for students’ failure to complete assignments, giving grades for homework, and basing
grades on student participation. Policy makers can recommend that every teacher of
urban students nationwide go through Reality Pedagogy training that employs
cogenerative dialogues, co-teaching, cosmopolitanism, context and content interactions
between teacher and students, which is especially designed for African American males
in an effort to help black students triumph over their current reality (Emdin, 2012). This
proven effective approach with inner-city, urban students compels teachers to take
responsibility for using reductive, deficit-minded behavioral practices and create new,
welcoming positive experiences in the classroom for students. If teachers can develop
instructional practices that help urban students overcome the misperceptions they have
about themselves (academically disinterested and low achievement) and help students
find academic success through a values- and respect-driven approach, or Reality
Pedagogy, they can focus on more effective grading practices rather than prioritizing
compliance-based grading practices to control student behavior.
Policy makers can use this study’s findings to inform decisions about teachers
coming into the classroom from non-traditional training backgrounds. Non-traditionally
trained teachers in this study favored basing grades on students’ completion of
homework, students’ ability to turn assignments in on time, and assigning zeros if a
student fails to complete an assignment—all behavioral tasks, not focused on content
mastery of student learning goals. As a result, policy makers may recommend a range of
possibilities to address this issue. They may recommend that non-traditional teacher
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preparation programs require more training (in length, content and classroom practice)
before teacher candidates can be eligible to teach students. The recommended training
content may specifically include effective assessment and grading practices, and policy
makers may require curricular reviews and approval, to ensure content coverage, before
non-traditional teacher preparation programs gain accreditation. Like their non-traditional
teacher peers, policy makers may recommend that teachers from non-traditional
programs be required to pass tests to demonstrate mastery of what and how they intend to
teach. Policy makers may also recommend that non-traditional teachers are required to
have peer mentors their first (and perhaps second) year to help them improve their
teaching and promote use of effective instructional and grading practices, since so little to
no time is currently required in practicum or student teaching experiences for nontraditional teachers.
Further Research Recommendations
This study can serve as a catalyst for additional and complementary research.
Future researchers may choose to resurvey the urban district teachers as identified in this
study since they are working under new 2013-14 district grading policies. The new
grading policies exclude calling out specific student behaviors, like homework and class
participation, for a percentage of students’ overall course grade as they did in 2012-13, or
the time of this study’s survey. In fact, the new urban district grading policy is more
reflective of the suburban district’s grading policy found in this study as it strives to
communicate that grades should be measures of content mastery separate from student
behavior. Moreover, the new urban grading policy specifically calls out homework as a
means of practice, not for grades. The amended policy should yield changes in teachers’
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perceptions of grading practices that could enhance understanding of this study topic and
further influence policy makers’ recommendations about assessments and grading.
Also, since the role of zero was prominent in this study’s findings, it is
recommended that future researchers examine and compare the middle and high schools
in the urban district that do and do not have a “no zero” local school policy. A few
secondary principals in the same West Tennessee urban district used in this study have
chosen to enrich the district’s grading policies by adding specific 2013-14 expectations
regarding assignments not turned in or incomplete. The consequences for students not
turning in assignments range from assigning a 50/F as the lowest possible score on an
individual assignment to assigning mandatory Saturday School to make up any work
missed. These alternatives to traditional grading practices should yield further insight into
teachers’ perceptions of grading practices and whether the “no zero” local school grading
policies are making a positive impact on student academic success rates.
Additionally, it is recommended that future researchers examine other urban
school districts that have shifted to standards-based grading policies and/or practices to
determine if the removal of letter grades and point grades altogether is making a positive
impact on student academic success. Metro-Nashville Public Schools is a large urban
school district in Tennessee approximately 210 miles in distance from the West
Tennessee urban district used in this study. Both Metro-Nashville Public Schools and the
West Tennessee urban district share similarities in student scale, diversity and economic
status. Metro-Nashville instituted middle school standards-based grading and reporting
policies in 2012, which should yield informative comparative student achievement and
teachers’ perceptions of grading practices data. Future researchers could specifically

118

focus on middle school teachers in both urban districts to see if standards-based grading
is a positive factor when assessing for mastery, as compelled by the Common Core State
Standards being implemented throughout the state of Tennessee.
Lastly, future researchers can take findings of this study and bring them to scale
district-, state- or even nation-wide. Today’s educational reform is rooted in
measurement—exacting school and district student growth and achievement data,
determining precise levels of teacher effectiveness, quantifying statewide achievement
through public report cards, and national exam outcomes, such as NAEP (National
Assessment of Educational Progress), are being used to determine the health of American
education compared to other countries participating in NAEP using statistical information
about student performance. Nearly every aspect of schooling, at every level of oversight,
is now quantified by rank and/or grade. To add to the grading equation, future researchers
can impact the trajectory of grading and assessment policies and practices by actively
utilizing and adding to this study’s findings right away.
Reflections
Assessment and accountability have become the driving forces for educational
practices for over a decade. National policy from No Child Left Behind, Race to the Top,
and Tennessee’s adoption of Common Core Standards and implementation of new
teacher evaluations tied to student assessment outcomes, illuminates our results-driven
reality. The advent of more accountability has yielded more assessments, and like grades,
more assessments are based on the premise that learning can and should be quantified. As
a result, the pressure is on teachers to collect information about how students are doing
and then share that information with students and their parents. Communicating through
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grades is the primary method in which teachers share student performance and learning
outcomes. Yet, as this study reveals, there is no consistent purpose, methodology or set of
practices found with regards to grading by grade levels, district, level of teacher
effectiveness, years of teaching experience or type of training. We are perpetuating the
same grading chaos Middleton wrote about in 1933: teachers are employing a wide
variety of grading practices, exercising much subjectivity and conflating behavior with
content mastery—then reducing all to a letter grade or number. How can we trust our
results? How can we trust our grades as appropriate means to report student outcomes
when we still engage in such grading variability and inconsistency? In an era when
assessment and accountability dominate the educational landscape, outcomes are being
tracked and utilized more than ever, especially in Tennessee: student outcomes on
achievement and value-added tests are included in teacher evaluation scores to determine
their level of effectiveness. Teacher effectiveness scores are used to promote, demote,
exit, categorize, develop and even license teachers in Tennessee. Student outcomes are
listed on the state’s report card, and the state is given a grade for how adeptly and
strategically Tennessee uses student assessment outcomes to make educational decisions.
Students’ learning outcomes, more than ever before, are front-facing and hold a great
deal of value—for students and teachers alike. Yet, our grading practices, our main
pathway to communicating classroom outcomes, do not represent our claiming value:
pure academic mastery, leaving the validity of grades in question.
If the primary purpose of assessments is to measure what students know and are
able to do, then grades should be our primary measuring instrument for just that purpose,
not an instrument of compliance and control—and ultimately power, as many urban,
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middle/high, non-traditionally-trained teachers in this study reveal. Yet, it is not teachers
alone that are perpetuating a grading system in need of repair: district policy is also to
blame. Policy language that calls for reduction of points for late work, zeros for missing
work or commands a percentage of grades for student behavior, such as effort and
participation found in this study, is counterproductive to effective grading practices and
undermines students’ ability to be included in the grading equation rather than excluded.
Moreover, the reductive approach to grading found in this study’s urban middle and high
schools highlights the role assessment and grading play by perpetuating a deficit
perspective of children, learning, race and class. Essentially, teachers’ continuing use of
ineffective grading practices, especially within an urban setting, negatively influences
students’ ability to achieve social justice, which has unlimited impact.
As a first step to remedy, we should capitalize on what teachers in this study
largely agreed on: grading can encourage good work by students, be informative, and
provide useful feedback for the betterment of students’ future learning. The positive
power of grades, then, requires critical dialogue, conversation and practice between the
teacher and student, alongside the letter and numbers produced. Ms. Counts, my
kindergarten art teacher that assigned me a grade of “U” or Unsatisfactory for breaking
the rules by picking up my elephant pattern that accidently fell to the floor, removing me
from class, and disallowing me to complete my assignment, didn’t employ these positive,
effective grading practices in 1974, just like many teachers in this study today.
Unfortunately, this means, as I experienced in kindergarten, grading still remains the
elephant in the (class)room.
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Appendix A
Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Practices Survey (TPGP/POS)
Thank you for taking the time to complete this important survey on grading practices.
Before you start, please complete the school and individual questions below so we can
capture grading similarities and differences and best serve you in the future.
School Information
1. The district and grade level in which I teach is
 MCS, Elementary Level
 MCS, Middle or High School Level
 SCS, Elementary School Level
 SCS, Middle or High School Level
2. After they select from above, they would get a drop down menu of the schools
tied to the level they chose. Please ask them to select one. If they teach in more
than one school, they are to choose the one they spend the majority of their time
teaching in.
3. Is your school a Title I school?
 Yes
 No
4. What is the percentage of free/reduced lunch students in your school?
 0% to 10%
 11%-25%
 25%-50%
 50%-75%
 75%-100%
5. What is the student enrollment in your school?
 0-199
 200-350
 351-750
 751-1,000
 1,000-1,750
 Over 1,750
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Individual Information
1. I primarily teach _________________ grade (s).
2. I primarily teach _________________ subject(s).
3. I am a Special Education teacher ? Yes/No
4. I am an ESL teacher? Yes/No
5. I am highly-qualified/certified in the subject area(s) I currently teach? Yes/No
6. I have been teaching for ____________ years.
7. I was trained to teach through the traditional university/ student teaching process.
(Yes/ No)
8. I received the following TEM/TEAM overall summative evaluation score last
school year (2011-12)
 Level 1
 Level 2
 Level 3
 Level 4
 Level 5
9. This year, I have primarily received TEM/TEAM observations scores at the
following level
 Level 1
 Level 2
 Level 3
 Level 4
 Level 5

10. I am a (male/ female).
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Thank you for completing the brief survey below using candor and the following rating
scale as your guide to answering:
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly Agree
Importance
11. Grading is an important criteria for judging students’ progress.
1

2

3

4

5

12. Grading has an important role in classroom assessment.
1

2

3

4

5

13. Grading has a positive effect on students’ academic achievement.
1

2

3

4

5

14. Grading practices are important measures of student learning.
1

2

3

4

5

15. Grading practices are important measures of student achievement.
1

2

3

4

5

16. Grading has strong impact on students’ learning.
1

2

3

4

5

Usefulness
17. Grading helps me categorize students as above average, average and below
average.
1

2

3

4

5

4

5

18. Grading can help me improve instruction.
1

2

3

19. Grading can encourage good work by students.
1

2

3

4
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5

20. Grading is a good method for helping students identify their weaknesses in a
content area.
1

2

3

4

5

21. Grading can keep students informed about their progress.
1

2

3

4

5

22. Grading provides information about student achievement.
1

2

3

4

5

23. Grading documents my instructional effectiveness.
1

2

3

4

5

24. Grading provides feedback to my students.
1

2

3

4

5

25. High grades can motivate students to learn.
1

2

3

4

5

26. Grades of zero can demotivate students to learn.
1

2

3

4

5

27. Grading on a curve can provide appropriate consistency in grade distributions.
1

2

3

4

5

Student Effort
28. I consider student effort when I grade.
1

2

3

4

5

29. I will pass a failing student if he or she puts forth effort.
1
2
3
4
5
30. Grades are based on students’ completion of homework.
1

2

3

4
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5

31. Grades are based on the degree to which students participate in class.
1

2

3

4

5

32. Grades are based on a student’s improvement.
1

2

3

4

5

33. Grades are based on students’ attendance.
1

2

3

4

5

4

5

Student Ability
34. I consider student ability in grading.
1

2

3

35. Grades are based on students’ problem solving ability.
1

2

3

4

5

36. Grades are based on students’ critical thinking ability.
1

2

3

4

5

37. Grades are based on students’ writing ability.
1

2

3

4

5

38. Grades are based on students’ ability to turn assignments in on time.
1

2

3

4

5

39. Grades are based on students’ behavior in class.
1

2

3

4

5

40. Grades are based on students’ ability to follow directions.
1

2

3

4

5

41. Grades are based on students’ spelling ability.
1

2

3

4
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5

Teachers’ Grading Habits
42. I tend to use letter grades (e.g., A, B, C) rather than numbers (e.g., 1, 2, 3) in
grading.
1

2

3

4

5

43. If a student fails a test, I will offer him/her a second chance to take the test.
1

2

3

4

5

44. If a student fails to complete an assignment, I will assign him/her a grade of zero.
1

2

3

4

5

45. If a student fails to complete an assignment, I will subtract grade points
progressively until the assignment is turned in.
1

2

3

4

5

46. I often give students opportunities to earn extra credit.
1

2

3

4

5

4

5

47. I have my own grading procedure.
1

2

3

48. I often confer with my colleagues on grading criteria.
1

2

3

4

5

Perceived Self-efficacy of Grading Process.
49. Grading is the easiest part of my role as a teacher.
1

2

3

4

5

50. It is easy for me to assess student achievement with a single grade or score.
1

2

3

4

51. It is difficult to measure student effort.
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5

1

2

3

4

5

52. Factors other than a students’ actual achievement on a test or quiz make it
difficult for me to grade.
1

2

3

4

5

4

5

53. I need grades to teach well.
1

2

3

Perceptions of Scale
54. I use a Standard grade scale (0-100), which is an effective means to report grades.
1

2

3

4

5

55. I use the Standard grade scale (0-100), which is not an effective means to report
grades.
1

2

3

4
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Appendix B

Institutional Review Board
315 Administration Bldg.
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
Office: 901.678.3074
Fax: 901.678.2199
Consent to Participate in a Research Study

Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Practices
WHY ARE YOU BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS RESEARCH?
You are being invited to take part in a research study about perceptions of k-12 classroom grading. Additionally,
you are being invited to take part in this research study because you are teaching full time in either Memphis City
or Shelby County Schools . If you volunteer to take part in this study, you will be one of up to 7,000 teachers to do
so.
WHO IS DOING THE STUDY?
The person in charge of this study is investigator, Laura Link, and she is being guided in this research by her
Advisor, Dr. Larry McNeal. There may be other people on the research team assisting at different times during the
study.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY?
The purpose of this study is to examine whether elementary, middle and/or high school teachers differ in regard to
ratings of the importance and usefulness of grading practices, teachers’ perceived self-efficacy of grading
practices and the degree to which factors such as student effort and ability and teachers’ personal grading habits
affect their grading decisions.

The investigator’s literature review reveals that although teachers generally try to develop grading policies that are
honest and fair, strong evidence shows that their practices vary widely, even among those that teach at the same
grade level within the same school. In essence, grading is an exercise in professional judgment on the part of
teachers.
As a result, research on effective grading practices has emerged to stabilize the wide grading variance, such as
the use of no zeroes. In addition, the 4-point scale has reemerged as a more mathematically proportionate
grading scale amid continuing disproportionate grading practices. Moreover, the research reveals that combining
a no-zero policy while using a 4-point scale may prove the most effective means to ensure more consistent and
accurate scores, which remain a challenge for educators. This research will explore grading practices that aim to
provide accurate, specific, and timely feedback designed to improve student performance.
Thus, the proposed study has wide-ranging implications. If a shift in grading scale and methodology can
positively affect student achievement in the classroom and serve as a more accurate measure of student success
and student potential, then this study could have far-reaching implications for the field of educational grading
practices as well as potential shifts in assessment of all K-12 students nationwide.

ARE THERE REASONS WHY YOU SHOULD NOT TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY?
You should not take part in this study if you are opposed to providing input that will be used to examine teachers’
grading perceptions in aggregate.

IRB #:
Expiration Date:
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Institutional Review Board
315 Administration Bldg.
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
Office: 901.678.3074
Fax: 901.678.2199
WHERE IS THE STUDY GOING TO TAKE PLACE AND HOW LONG WILL IT LAST?
The study will include a grading survey that will be launched in the spring of 2013 and remain open for 4 weeks
on the district’s secure intranet. To participate, you will need to log-in using your Active Directory ID and click on
the survey entitled Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Practices on the main page. To complete the survey in full
should likely take you no more than 30 minutes. This survey is not mandatory, and you should be teaching fulltime to participate.
WHAT WILL YOU BE ASKED TO DO?
As a study participant, you will be asked to take an online grading survey geared toward classroom teachers. The
survey is 50 multiple choice questions in length, and you will answer the questions through the district’s secure
Zoomerang account.
WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS?
To the best of the investigator’s knowledge, the things you will be doing (survey taking) have no more risk of harm
than you would experience in everyday life.
WILL YOU BENEFIT FROM TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY?
There is no guarantee that you will get any benefit from taking part in this study. However, you may experience a
greater understanding of effective grading practices as you reflect on the survey questions. Your willingness to
take part, however, may, in the future, help professionals in the field better understand this research topic.
DO YOU HAVE TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY?
If you decide to take part in the study, it should be because you really want to volunteer to contribute to the
research topic and field. You will not lose any benefits or rights you would normally have if you choose not to
volunteer. You can stop at any time while taking the survey and still keep the benefits and rights you had before
volunteering.

IF YOU DON’T WANT TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY, ARE THERE OTHER CHOICES?
If you do not want to take part in the study, there are other surveys to choose from on the district’s intranet
offerings.
WHAT WILL IT COST YOU TO PARTICIPATE?
There are no costs associated with taking part in the study. You will not receive any rewards or payment for taking
part in the study.

WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION THAT YOU GIVE?
We will make every effort to keep private all research records that may identify you to the extent allowed by law.

IRB #:
Expiration Date:
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Institutional Review Board
315 Administration Bldg.
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
Office: 901.678.3074
Fax: 901.678.2199
Your information will be combined with information from other people taking part in the study. When we write
about the study to share it with other researchers, we will write about the combined information we have gathered.
You will not be personally identified in these written materials. We may publish the results of this study; however,
we will keep any identifying information private.
No personally identifiable information (like the name of the respondent, address of the house) will be collected
through the use of survey. Any surveys that might have inadvertently included names or other identifying
information will be immediately destroyed. Once the survey data has been input from Zoomerang into the
investigators electronic database, the original survey forms will be deleted along with any information linking the
electronic data with the original survey.
All information will be stored on the investigator's personal home computer with password entry. Only the
investigator knows the password and data will be stored securely. The investigator plans to share data only after
the above confidentiality measures have been upheld and data is presentable in aggregate form, and the data will
be kept for up to three years after this study to possibly be included in the investigator’s dissertation.
CAN YOUR TAKING PART IN THE STUDY END EARLY?
If you decide to take part in the survey, you still have the right to decide at any time while taking the survey that
you no longer want to continue. You will not be treated differently if you decide to stop taking part in the survey.
Once you complete the survey, your results are immediately added to the Zoomerang database. At that time, it is
not possible to disaggregate your answers from other survey takers since no personally-identifying information will
be collected. Therefore, if you fully complete the survey, you will not be able to withdraw yourself from the study.

WHAT IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS, SUGGESTIONS, CONCERNS, OR COMPLAINTS?
Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to take part in the study, please ask any questions that might
come to mind now. Later, if you have questions, suggestions, concerns, or complaints about the study, you can
contact the investigator, Laura Link, at linklj@scsk12.org
If you have any questions about your rights as a volunteer in this research, contact the Institutional Review Board
staff at the University of Memphis at 901-678-3074. Jacqueline Y. Reid, Administrator for the Institutional Review
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects can be contacted via e-mail at irb@memphis.edu or by phone at 901678-3074. In addition, you will receive a signed copy of this consent form to take with you.

WHAT ELSE DO YOU NEED TO KNOW?
Shelby County Schools approves and supports this study.
The University of Memphis does not have any funds budgeted for compensation for injury, damages, or other
expenses potentially incurred during this study.
Participants in this study are all over 18 years of age.

_________________________________________

IRB #:
Expiration Date:

____________
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Institutional Review Board
315 Administration Bldg.
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
Office: 901.678.3074
Fax: 901.678.2199
Signature of person agreeing to take part in the study

Date

_________________________________________
Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study
_________________________________________
Name of [authorized] person obtaining informed consent

IRB #:
Expiration Date:

____________
Date
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Appendix Table E
Item Means, Standard Deviations and, t and g statistics by Grade Level

Elementary

Item

Middle/High

t

g

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

11. Grading is an important
criteria for judging students’
progress.

1416

4.05

0.90

1135

3.99

0.91

1.26

0.06

12. Grading has an important
role in classroom assessment.

1416

4.10

0.84

1135

4.05

0.86

1.01

0.05

13. Grading has a positive
effect on students’ academic
achievement.

1416

3.82

0.94

1135

3.79

0.93

0.77

0.04

14. Grading practices are
important measures of student
learning.

1416

3.91

0.90

1135

3.82

0.96

2.20 *

0.09

15. Grading practices are
important measures of student
achievement.

1416

3.88

0.90

1135

3.83

0.95

1.33

0.06

1416

3.69

0.98

1135

3.61

1.03

1.71

0.07

1385

3.84

0.92

1122

3.67

0.95

4.48 ***

0.19

1385

3.93

0.90

1122

3.89

0.89

0.85

0.04

1385

3.97

0.87

1122

3.95

0.85

0.67

0.02

1385

3.93

0.85

1122

3.88

0.85

1.12

0.06

1385

4.14

0.75

1122

4.14

0.74

0.00

0.00

16. Grading has strong impact
on students’ learning.
17. Grading helps me
categorize students as above
average, average and below
average.
18. Grading can help me
improve instruction.
19. Grading can encourage
good work by students.
20. Grading is a good method
for helping students identify
their weaknesses in a content
area.
21. Grading can keep students
informed about their
progress.
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Elementary

Item

22. Grading provides
information about student
achievement.
23. Grading documents my
instructional effectiveness.
24. Grading provides
feedback to my students.
25. High grades can motivate
students to learn.
26. Grades of zero can
demotivate students to
learn.
27. Grading on a curve can
provide appropriate
consistency in grade
distributions.
28. I consider student effort
when I grade.
29. I will pass a failing
student if he or she puts forth
effort.
30.Grades are based on
students’ completion of
homework.
31. Grades are based on the
degree to which students
participate in class.
32. Grades are based on a
student’s improvement.
33. Grades are based on
students’ attendance.
34. I consider student ability
in grading.

Middle/High

t

g

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

1385

3.97

0.82

1122

3.92

0.85

1.57

0.07

1385

3.41

1.07

1122

3.23

1.07

4.00 ***

0.17

1385

4.12

0.73

1122

4.13

0.71

-0.28

-0.01

1385

3.79

0.92

1122

3.75

0.91

0.96

0.03

1385

3.33

1.17

1122

3.15

1.23

4.03 ***

0.15

1385

2.83

0.94

1122

2.88

1.02

-2.30 *

-0.05

1373

3.77

0.87

1109

3.80

0.88

-1.91

-0.03

1373

2.81

0.94

1109

3.27

0.93

***
13.33

-0.50

1373

2.42

1.05

1109

2.78

1.08

***
11.03

-0.34

1373

3.15

1.02

1109

3.23

1.04

-3.98 ***

-0.07

1373

3.30

0.94

1109

3.43

0.91

-5.28 ***

-0.14

1373

2.58

1.08

1109

2.80

1.12

-6.04 ***

-0.19

1354

3.60

0.89

1098

3.67

0.86

-2.86 **

-0.08
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Elementary

Item

Middle/High

t

g

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

1354

3.57

0.79

1098

3.65

0.79

-2.57 *

-0.09

1354

3.64

0.77

1098

3.71

0.79

-2.93 **

-0.10

1354

3.42

0.86

1098

3.36

0.92

1354

3.16

1.00

1098

3.46

0.99

1354

2.43

1.06

1098

2.38

1.07

0.22

0.04

1354

3.50

0.93

1098

3.51

0.97

-0.53

0.00

41. Grades are based on
students’ spelling ability.

1354

2.76

0.93

1098

2.56

0.98

4.45 ***

0.21

42. I tend to use letter
grades (e.g., A, B, C) rather
than numbers (e.g., 1, 2, 3)
in grading.

1346

3.01

1.26

1094

2.37

1.19

13.05 ***

0.51

1346

3.71

0.88

1094

3.70

1.07

1346

2.49

1.00

1094

3.20

1.15

35. Grades are based on
students’ problem solving
ability.
36. Grades are based on
students’ critical thinking
ability.
37. Grades are based on
students’ writing ability.
38. Grades are based on
students’ ability to turn
assignments in on time.
39. Grades are based on
students’ behavior in
class.
40. Grades are based on
students’ ability to follow
directions.

43. If a student fails a test, I
will offer him/her a second
chance to take the test.
44. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I
will assign him/her a grade
of zero.

0.99
-8.42 ***

1.31

-16.50 ***
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0.07
-0.30

0.02

-0.66

(Appendix Table E continued)

Elementary

Item

Middle/High

t

g

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

1346

3.03

1.07

1094

3.26

1.12

***
4.86

-0.21

1346

3.40

1.00

1094

3.61

1.12

***
6.62

-0.19

1346

2.80

1.07

1094

3.18

1.08

***
9.51

-0.36

1346

3.56

0.92

1094

3.45

1.03

3.85 ***

0.12

1339

2.31

0.95

1089

2.24

0.96

2.08 *

0.07

50. It is easy for me to assess
student achievement with a
single grade or score.

1339

2.33

1.03

1089

2.23

0.96

2.15 *

0.10

51. It is difficult to measure
student effort.

1339

2.77

1.00

1089

2.68

1.03

2.55 *

0.08

1339

2.76

0.96

1089

2.71

1.01

1.57

0.05

1339

2.51

1.10

1089

2.65

1.13

**
2.63

-0.13

1331

3.44

1.15

1086

3.83

0.93

***
8.00

-0.37

1331

2.25

0.96

1086

2.29

0.97

1.00

-0.04

45. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I will
subtract grade points
progressively until the
assignment is turned in.
46. I often give students
opportunities to earn extra
credit.
47. I have my own grading
procedure.
48. I often confer with my
colleagues on grading
criteria.
49. Grading is the easiest part
of my role as a teacher.

52. Factors other than a
students’ actual achievement
on a test or quiz make it
difficult for me to grade.
53. I need grades to teach
well.
54. I use a Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is an
effective means to report
grades.
55. I use the Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is not an
effective means to report
grades.

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Appendix Table F
Item Means, Standard Deviations and, t and g statistics by District

Item

11. Grading is an important
criteria for judging students’
progress.
12. Grading has an important
role in classroom assessment.
13. Grading has a positive
effect on students’ academic
achievement.
14. Grading practices are
important measures of
student learning.
15. Grading practices are
important measures of
student achievement.
16. Grading has strong
impact on students’ learning.
17. Grading helps me
categorize students as above
average, average and below
average.
18. Grading can help me
improve instruction.
19. Grading can encourage
good work by students.
20. Grading is a good method
for helping students identify
their weaknesses in a content
area.
21. Grading can keep
students informed about their
progress.

Urban District

Suburban District

t

g

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

1393

4.04

0.91

1158

4.00

0.90

0.88

0.05

1393

4.10

0.85

1158

4.05

0.85

1.28

0.06

1393

3.81

0.96

1158

3.80

0.90

0.17

0.02

1393

3.88

0.93

1158

3.85

0.92

0.21

0.03

1393

3.87

0.93

1158

3.85

0.91

0.24

0.02

1393

3.66

1.00

1158

3.64

1.01

0.15

0.02

1366

3.79

0.94

1141

3.74

0.93

0.51

0.05

1366

3.93

0.88

1141

3.90

0.91

0.56

0.04

1366

3.94

0.88

1141

3.99

0.83

-1.83

-0.07

1366

3.93

0.83

1141

3.87

0.87

1.38

0.07

1366

4.13

0.75

1141

4.14

0.75

-0.61

-0.02
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Item

22. Grading provides
information about student
achievement.
23. Grading documents my
instructional effectiveness.
24. Grading provides
feedback to my students.
25. High grades can motivate
students to learn.
26. Grades of zero can
demotivate students to
learn.
27. Grading on a curve can
provide appropriate
consistency in grade
distributions.
28. I consider student effort
when I grade.
29. I will pass a failing
student if he or she puts forth
effort.
30. Grades are based on
students’ completion of
homework.
31. Grades are based on the
degree to which students
participate in class.
32. Grades are based on a
student’s improvement.
33. Grades are based on
students’ attendance.
34. I consider student ability
in grading.

Urban District

Suburban District

t

g

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

1366

3.95

0.84

1141

3.94

0.83

0.03

0.01

1366

3.35

1.09

1141

3.31

1.06

0.42

0.04

1366

4.13

0.73

1141

4.12

0.71

0.31

0.01

1366

3.77

0.94

1141

3.78

0.90

-0.45

-0.02

1366

3.27

1.18

1141

3.22

1.22

0.83

0.04

1366

2.98

0.94

1141

2.70

1.00

7.66

***

0.29

1353

3.89

0.82

1129

3.64

0.91

7.42

***

0.29

1353

3.11

0.96

1129

2.91

0.95

7.24

***

0.20

1353

2.82

1.05

1129

2.30

1.04

13.62 ***

0.49

1353

3.44

0.93

1129

2.89

1.07

14.10 ***

0.55

1353

3.52

0.86

1129

3.16

0.97

10.26 ***

0.39

1353

2.83

1.09

1129

2.50

1.09

8.42

***

0.30

1337

3.71

0.83

1115

3.52

0.92

5.63

***

0.22
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Item

35. Grades are based on
students’ problem solving
ability.
36. Grades are based on
students’ critical thinking
ability.
37. Grades are based on
students’ writing ability.
38. Grades are based on
students’ ability to turn
assignments in on time.
39. Grades are based on
students’ behavior in class.
40.Grades are based on
students’ ability to follow
directions.
41. Grades are based on
students’ spelling ability.
42.I tend to use letter grades
(e.g., A, B, C) rather than
numbers (e.g., 1, 2, 3) in
grading.
43. If a student fails a test, I
will offer him/her a second
chance to take the test.
44. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I
will assign him/her a grade
of zero.

Urban District

Suburban District

t

g

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

1337

3.62

0.80

1115

3.60

0.79

0.83

1337

3.71

0.79

1115

3.63

0.77

2.79

**

0.10

1337

3.47

0.89

1115

3.30

0.88

4.20

***

0.19

1337

3.40

0.97

1115

3.18

1.04

6.49

***

0.22

1337

2.54

1.08

1115

2.25

1.04

6.77

***

0.27

1337

3.55

0.93

1115

3.45

0.97

2.82

**

0.11

1337

2.78

0.95

1115

2.55

0.96

5.22

***

0.24

1329

2.73

1.22

1111

2.72

1.33

1.15

0.01

1329

3.90

0.86

1111

3.47

1.04

10.90 ***

0.45

1329

2.80

1.09

1111

2.82

1.17

-1.85

-0.01

0.03
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Item

45. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I will
subtract grade points
progressively until the
assignment is turned in.
46. I often give students
opportunities to earn extra
credit.
47. I have my own grading
procedure.
48. I often confer with my
colleagues on grading
criteria.
49. Grading is the easiest part
of my role as a teacher.
50. It is easy for me to assess
student achievement with a
single grade or score.
51. It is difficult to measure
student effort.
52. Factors other than a
students’ actual achievement
on a test or quiz make it
difficult for me to grade.
53. I need grades to teach
well.
54. I use a Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is an
effective means to report
grades.
55. I use the Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is not an
effective means to report
grades.

Urban District

Suburban District

t

g

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

1329

3.10

1.08

1111

3.17

1.12

-0.64

-0.06

1329

3.70

0.97

1111

3.26

1.12

11.05 ***

0.42

1329

3.04

1.08

1111

2.88

1.10

4.85

***

0.14

1329

3.39

1.00

1111

3.66

0.92

-7.56 ***

-0.27

1323

2.24

0.95

1105

2.32

0.95

-2.12 *

-0.08

1323

2.33

1.05

1105

2.24

0.93

1.55

0.08

1323

2.67

1.01

1105

2.80

1.02

-3.39 **

-0.13

1323

2.71

1.01

1105

2.77

0.94

-1.68

-0.06

1323

2.48

1.09

1105

2.68

1.14

-4.08 ***

-0.18

1315

3.50

1.13

1102

3.75

0.98

-4.17 ***

-0.23

1315

2.27

0.99

1102

2.25

0.95

0.85

0.02

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Appendix Table G
Item Means, Standard Deviations and, t and g statistics by Summative Evaluation
Ratings, 2012

Item

11. Grading is an important
criteria for judging students’
progress.
12. Grading has an important
role in classroom assessment.
13. Grading has a positive
effect on students’ academic
achievement.
14. Grading practices are
important measures of student
learning.
15. Grading practices are
important measures of student
achievement.
16. Grading has strong impact
on students’ learning.
17. Grading helps me
categorize students as above
average, average and below
average.
18. Grading can help me
improve instruction.
19. Grading can encourage
good work by students.
20. Grading is a good method
for helping students identify
their weaknesses in a content
area.
21. Grading can keep students
informed about their
progress.

Average or Below
Ratings
Summative 2012
n
M
SD

Above Average
Ratings Summative
2012
n
M
SD

717

3.95

0.93

1834

4.05 0.90

-2.58 *

-0.11

717

4.03

0.84

1834

4.09 0.85

-1.80

-0.08

717

3.77

0.92

1834

3.82 0.94

-1.34

-0.06

717

3.82

0.93

1834

3.89 0.93

-1.59

-0.07

717

3.81

0.93

1834

3.88 0.92

-1.65

-0.07

717

3.60

1.00

1834

3.67 1.01

-1.58

-0.07

709

3.75

0.92

1798

3.77 0.94

-0.52

-0.02

709

3.85

0.93

1798

3.94 0.89

-2.11 *

-0.10

709

3.89

0.88

1798

3.99 0.85

-2.51 *

-0.11

709

3.87

0.88

1798

3.92 0.84

-1.25

-0.06

709

4.10

0.77

1798

4.15 0.74

-1.41

-0.06

t
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Average or
BelowRatings
Summative 2012
n
M
SD

Above
AverageRatings
Summative 2012
n
M
SD

709

3.93

0.83

1798

3.95 0.84

-0.76

-0.03

709

3.24

1.08

1798

3.37 1.07

-2.70 **

-0.12

709

4.11

0.73

1798

4.13 0.72

-0.67

-0.03

709

3.73

0.95

1798

3.79 0.91

-1.52

-0.07

709

3.25

1.17

1798

3.25 1.21

-0.03

0.00

709

2.95

1.02

1798

2.81 0.96

3.15 **

0.14

696

3.82

0.87

1786

3.76 0.87

1.56

0.07

696

3.23

0.96

1786

2.94 0.95

6.84 ***

0.30

30.Grades are based on
students’ completion of
homework.

696

2.73

1.07

1786

2.52 1.07

4.40 ***

0.20

31. Grades are based on the
degree to which students
participate in class.

696

3.33

0.99

1786

3.13 1.04

4.51 ***

0.20

696

3.45

0.89

1786

3.32 0.94

3.27 **

0.14

696

2.78

1.10

1786

2.64 1.10

2.79 **

0.12

687

3.66

0.88

1765

3.61 0.88

1.28

0.06

Item

22. Grading provides
information about student
achievement.
23. Grading documents my
instructional effectiveness.
24. Grading provides feedback
to my students.
25. High grades can motivate
students to learn.
26. Grades of zero can
demotivate students to
learn.
27. Grading on a curve can
provide appropriate
consistency in grade
distributions.
28. I consider student effort
when I grade.
29. I will pass a failing student
if he or she puts forth effort.

32. Grades are based on a
student’s improvement.
33. Grades are based on
students’ attendance.
34. I consider student ability in
grading.

t
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Average or Below
Ratings
Summative 2012
n
M
SD

Above Average
Ratings Summative
2012
n
M
SD

687

3.60

0.82

1765

3.61 0.78

-0.48

-0.02

687

3.66

0.82

1765

3.68 0.77

-0.55

-0.03

687

3.40

0.88

1765

3.39 0.89

0.04

0.00

687

3.41

1.00

1765

3.25 1.01

3.63 ***

0.16

687

2.55

1.08

1765

2.35 1.06

4.12 ***

0.19

687

3.57

0.91

1765

3.48 0.96

2.19 *

0.10

41. Grades are based on
students’ spelling ability.

687

2.74

0.94

1765

2.65 0.96

2.05 *

0.09

42.I tend to use letter
grades (e.g., A, B, C) rather
than numbers (e.g., 1, 2, 3)
in grading.

683

2.62

1.23

1757

2.76 1.29

-2.52 *

-0.11

683

3.80

0.93

1757

3.67 0.98

3.04 **

0.13

683

2.96

1.12

1757

2.75 1.13

4.25 ***

0.19

Item

35. Grades are based on
students’ problem solving
ability.
36. Grades are based on
students’ critical thinking
ability.
37. Grades are based on
students’ writing ability.
38. Grades are based on
students’ ability to turn
assignments in on time.
39. Grades are based on
students’ behavior in
class.
40.Grades are based on
students’ ability to follow
directions.

43. If a student fails a test, I
will offer him/her a second
chance to take the test.
44. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I
will assign him/her a grade
of zero.

t

(Appendix Table G continues)
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Item

Average or Below
Ratings
Summative 2012
n
M
SD

Above Average
Ratings Summative
2012
n
M
SD

683

3.21

1.09

1757

683

3.61

1.03

683

3.05

683

t

g

3.10 1.10

2.12 *

0.10

1757

3.45 1.07

3.35 **

0.15

1.05

1757

2.94 1.11

2.40 *

0.11

3.41

0.99

1757

3.55 0.96

-3.22 **

-0.15

675

2.28

0.95

1753

2.28 0.95

0.21

0.01

50. It is easy for me to assess
student achievement with a
single grade or score.

675

2.32

0.96

1753

2.28 1.01

1.02

0.05

51. It is difficult to measure
student effort.

675

2.66

0.98

1753

2.75 1.03

675

2.77

1.01

1753

2.72 0.97

1.11

0.05

675

2.63

1.09

1753

2.55 1.12

1.48

0.07

670

3.67

0.98

1747

3.59 1.10

1.86

0.08

670

2.28

0.92

1747

2.26 0.99

0.41

0.02

45. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I will
subtract grade points
progressively until the
assignment is turned in.
46. I often give students
opportunities to earn extra
credit.
47. I have my own grading
procedure.
48. I often confer with my
colleagues on grading
criteria.
49. Grading is the easiest part
of my role as a teacher.

52. Factors other than a
students’ actual achievement
on a test or quiz make it
difficult for me to grade.
53. I need grades to teach
well.
54. I use a Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is an
effective means to report
grades.
55. I use the Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is not an
effective means to report
grades.

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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-2.08 *

-0.09

Appendix Table H
Item Means, Standard Deviations and, t and g statistics by Overall Evaluation Ratings,
2013

Item

11. Grading is an important
criteria for judging students’
progress.
12. Grading has an important
role in classroom assessment.
13. Grading has a positive
effect on students’ academic
achievement.
14. Grading practices are
important measures of student
learning.
15. Grading practices are
important measures of student
achievement.
16. Grading has strong impact
on students’ learning.
17. Grading helps me
categorize students as above
average, average and below
average.
18. Grading can help me
improve instruction.
19. Grading can encourage
good work by students.
20. Grading is a good method
for helping students identify
their weaknesses in a content
area.
21. Grading can keep students
informed about their
progress.

Average or Below
Ratings Overall
2013
n
M
SD

Above Average
Ratings Overall
2013
n
M
SD

t

g

552

3.84

0.93

1999

4.07

0.89

-5.37 ***

-0.26

552

3.95

0.81

1999

4.11

0.86

-4.15 ***

-0.19

552

3.65

0.91

1999

3.85

0.93

-4.42 ***

-0.21

552

3.72

0.90

1999

3.91

0.93

-4.39 ***

-0.21

552

3.73

0.88

1999

3.89

0.93

-3.71 ***

-0.18

552

3.45

1.00

1999

3.71

1.00

-5.30 ***

-0.25

549

3.68

0.90

1958

3.79

0.94

-2.47 *

-0.12

549

3.79

0.85

1958

3.95

0.91

-3.83 ***

-0.18

549

3.79

0.86

1958

4.01

0.86

-5.44 ***

-0.26

549

3.73

0.89

1958

3.95

0.83

-5.29 ***

-0.26

549

4.00

0.76

1958

4.17

0.74

-4.66 ***

-0.23
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Item

22. Grading provides
information about student
achievement.
23. Grading documents my
instructional effectiveness.
24. Grading provides
feedback to my students.
25. High grades can motivate
students to learn.
26. Grades of zero can
demotivate students to
learn.
27. Grading on a curve can
provide appropriate
consistency in grade
distributions.
28. I consider student effort
when I grade.
29. I will pass a failing student
if he or she puts forth effort.

Average or Below
Ratings Overall
2013
n
M
SD

Above Average
Ratings Overall
2013
n
M
SD

t

g

549

3.81

0.82

1958

3.98

0.84

-4.34 ***

-0.21

549

3.15

1.06

1958

3.38

1.07

-4.39 ***

-0.21

549

4.02

0.73

1958

4.15

0.72

-3.81 ***

-0.18

549

3.63

0.95

1958

3.81

0.91

-4.00 ***

-0.20

549

3.25

1.16

1958

3.25

1.21

-0.05

0.00

549

2.97

1.00

1958

2.82

0.97

540

3.76

0.85

1942

3.79

0.88

540

3.16

0.95

1942

2.98

0.96

3.83 ***

0.19

30. Grades are based on
students’ completion of
homework.

540

2.67

1.08

1942

2.56

1.08

2.09 *

0.10

31. Grades are based on the
degree to which students
participate in class.

540

3.27

1.01

1942

3.16

1.04

2.21 *

0.11

540

3.42

0.87

1942

3.34

0.94

1.90

0.09

540

2.74

1.06

1942

2.66

1.11

1.53

0.07

535

3.65

0.87

1917

3.62

0.88

0.80

0.04

32. Grades are based on a
student’s improvement.
33. Grades are based on
students’ attendance.
34. I consider student ability
in grading.

3.06 **

-0.67

(Appendix Table H continues)
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0.15

-0.03

(Appendix Table H continued)

Item

35. Grades are based on
students’ problem solving
ability.
36. Grades are based on
students’ critical thinking
ability.
37. Grades are based on
students’ writing ability.

Average or Below
Ratings Overall
2013
n
M
SD

Above Average
Ratings Overall
2013
n
M
SD

t

g

535

3.59

0.79

1917

3.61

0.80

-0.56

-0.03

535

3.65

0.78

1917

3.68

0.78

-0.62

-0.03

535

3.31

0.89

1917

3.42

0.89

-2.38 *

-0.12

38. Grades are based on
students’ ability to turn
assignments in on time.

535

3.30

0.97

1917

3.30

1.02

0.07

0.00

39. Grades are based on
students’ behavior in class.

535

2.52

1.07

1917

2.37

1.06

2.85 **

0.14

40.Grades are based on
students’ ability to follow
directions.

535

3.59

0.89

1917

3.48

0.96

2.38 *

0.11

41. Grades are based on
students’ spelling ability.

535

2.71

0.96

1917

2.67

0.96

0.87

0.04

42.I tend to use letter grades
(e.g., A, B, C) rather than
numbers (e.g., 1, 2, 3) in
grading.

532

2.64

1.22

1908

2.75

1.29

-1.75

-0.08

532

3.75

0.93

1908

3.69

0.98

1.12

0.05

532

2.86

1.11

1908

2.79

1.13

1.13

0.06

43. If a student fails a test, I
will offer him/her a second
chance to take the test.
44. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I will
assign him/her a grade of
zero.
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Item

45. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I will
subtract grade points
progressively until the
assignment is turned in.
46. I often give students
opportunities to earn extra
credit.
47. I have my own grading
procedure.
48. I often confer with my
colleagues on grading
criteria.
49. Grading is the easiest part
of my role as a teacher.

Average or Below
Ratings Overall
2013
n
M
SD

Above Average
Ratings Overall
2013
n
M
SD

t

g

532

3.09

1.09

1908

3.14

1.10

-0.87

-0.04

532

3.48

1.05

1908

3.50

1.06

-0.30

-0.01

532

3.08

1.06

1908

2.94

1.10

532

3.42

0.96

1908

3.54

0.97

529

2.32

0.97

1899

2.27

0.95

1.03

0.05

50. It is easy for me to assess
student achievement with a
single grade or score.

529

2.30

0.96

1899

2.29

1.01

0.22

0.01

51. It is difficult to measure
student effort.

529

2.75

0.99

1899

2.72

1.02

0.53

0.03

529

2.79

0.97

1899

2.72

0.98

1.52

0.07

529

2.60

1.05

1899

2.56

1.13

0.70

0.03

528

3.61

0.98

1889

3.61

1.10

-0.11

-0.01

528

2.36

0.95

1889

2.24

0.97

52. Factors other than a
students’ actual achievement
on a test or quiz make it
difficult for me to grade.
53. I need grades to teach
well.
54. I use a Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is an
effective means to report
grades.
55. I use the Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is not an
effective means to report
grades.

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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2.67 **
-2.32 *

2.66 **

0.13
-0.11

0.13

Appendix Table I
Item Means, Standard Deviations and, t and g statistics by Years of Experience

Item

11. Grading is an important
criteria for judging
students’ progress.
12. Grading has an
important role in classroom
assessment.
13. Grading has a positive
effect on students’
academic achievement.
14. Grading practices are
important measures of
student learning.
15. Grading practices are
important measures of
student achievement.
16. Grading has strong
impact on students’
learning.
17. Grading helps me
categorize students as
above average, average and
below average.
18. Grading can help me
improve instruction.
19. Grading can encourage
good work by students.
20. Grading is a good
method for helping students
identify their weaknesses in
a content area.
21. Grading can keep
students informed about
their progress.

Fifteen or Fewer
Years of
Experience
n
M
SD

More than Fifteen
Years of Experience
n

M

t

g

SD

1420

3.97

0.93

1131

4.09 0.87

-3.48 **

-0.14

1420

4.04

0.87

1131

4.13 0.83

-2.68 **

-0.11

1420

3.74

0.94

1131

3.89 0.92

-4.23 ***

-0.17

1420

3.81

0.95

1131

3.95 0.89

-3.77 ***

-0.15

1420

3.80

0.94

1131

3.93 0.88

-3.68 ***

-0.14

1420

3.58

1.02

1131

3.75 0.98

-4.32 ***

-0.17

1391

3.75

0.93

1116

3.78 0.94

-0.83

-0.03

1391

3.89

0.89

1116

3.94 0.90

-1.36

-0.05

1391

3.92

0.88

1116

4.02 0.83

-2.96 **

-0.12

1391

3.85

0.87

1116

3.98 0.82

-3.94 ***

-0.16

1391

4.10

0.77

1116

4.19 0.72

-3.00 **

-0.12
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Item

22. Grading provides
information about student
achievement.
23. Grading documents my
instructional effectiveness.
24. Grading provides feedback
to my students.
25. High grades can motivate
students to learn.
26. Grades of zero can
demotivate students to
learn.
27. Grading on a curve can
provide appropriate
consistency in grade
distributions.
28. I consider student effort
when I grade.
29. I will pass a failing student
if he or she puts forth effort.
30. Grades are based on
students’ completion of
homework.
31. Grades are based on the
degree to which students
participate in class.
32. Grades are based on a
student’s improvement.
33. Grades are based on
students’ attendance.
34. I consider student ability in
grading.

Fifteen or Fewer
Years of
Experience
n
M
SD

More than Fifteen
Years of Experience
n

M

t

g

SD

1391

3.90

0.86

1116

4.00 0.81

-2.97 **

-0.12

1391

3.30

1.08

1116

3.37 1.07

-1.71

-0.07

1391

4.10

0.73

1116

4.15 0.71

-1.75

-0.07

1391

3.76

0.92

1116

3.79 0.92

-0.81

-0.03

1391

3.25

1.20

1116

3.24 1.21

0.13

0.01

1391

2.86

0.99

1116

2.85 0.96

0.24

0.01

1376

3.75

0.89

1106

3.81 0.85

-1.76

-0.07

1376

2.96

0.96

1106

3.09 0.96

-3.23 **

-0.13

1376

2.57

1.08

1106

2.59 1.08

-0.54

-0.02

1376

3.18

1.04

1106

3.19 1.02

-0.34

-0.01

1376

3.33

0.92

1106

3.39 0.93

-1.48

-0.06

1376

2.70

1.09

1106

2.66 1.12

0.86

0.03

1359

3.61

0.90

1093

3.65 0.85

-1.04

-0.04
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Item

35. Grades are based on
students’ problem solving
ability.
36. Grades are based on
students’ critical thinking
ability.
37. Grades are based on
students’ writing ability.

Fifteen or Fewer
Years of
Experience
n
M
SD

More than Fifteen
Years of Experience
n

M

t

g

SD

1359

3.60

0.81

1093

3.61 0.78

-0.35

-0.01

1359

3.67

0.80

1093

3.67 0.76

0.01

0.00

1359

3.37

0.91

1093

3.42 0.86

-1.49

-0.06

38. Grades are based on
students’ ability to turn
assignments in on time.

1359

3.29

1.01

1093

3.30 1.02

-0.20

-0.01

39. Grades are based on
students’ behavior in class.

1359

2.43

1.06

1093

2.38 1.08

1.15

0.05

40. Grades are based on
students’ ability to follow
directions.

1359

3.49

0.96

1093

3.53 0.94

-0.92

-0.04

41. Grades are based on
students’ spelling ability.

1359

2.68

0.97

1093

2.66 0.94

0.52

0.02

42. I tend to use letter grades
(e.g., A, B, C) rather than
numbers (e.g., 1, 2, 3) in
grading.

1350

2.75

1.28

1090

2.69 1.26

1.21

0.05

1350

3.72

0.95

1090

3.68 1.00

0.96

0.04

1350

2.82

1.13

1090

2.79 1.13

0.79

0.03

43. If a student fails a test, I
will offer him/her a second
chance to take the test.
44. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I will
assign him/her a grade of
zero.
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Item

45. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I will
subtract grade points
progressively until the
assignment is turned in.
46. I often give students
opportunities to earn extra
credit.

Fifteen or Fewer
Years of
Experience
n
M
SD

More than Fifteen
Years of Experience
n

M

t

g

SD

1350

3.15

1.09

1090

3.11 1.12

0.87

0.04

1350

3.46

1.08

1090

3.54 1.04

-1.86

-0.07

1350

3.03

1.08

1090

2.90 1.11

2.89 **

0.12

1350

3.53

0.98

1090

3.49 0.96

0.80

0.03

1345

2.29

0.97

1083

2.26 0.94

0.86

0.04

50. It is easy for me to assess
student achievement with a
single grade or score.

1345

2.33

0.98

1083

2.24 1.02

2.05 *

0.08

51. It is difficult to measure
student effort.

1345

2.72

1.00

1083

2.74 1.03

-0.46

-0.02

1345

2.74

0.99

1083

2.73 0.97

0.36

0.01

1345

2.55

1.10

1083

2.60 1.13

-0.97

-0.04

1341

3.62

1.08

1076

3.61 1.07

0.22

0.01

1341

2.27

0.97

1076

2.26 0.97

0.29

0.01

47. I have my own grading
procedure.
48. I often confer with my
colleagues on grading
criteria.
49. Grading is the easiest part
of my role as a teacher.

52. Factors other than a
students’ actual achievement
on a test or quiz make it
difficult for me to grade.
53. I need grades to teach
well.
54. I use a Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is an
effective means to report
grades.
55. I use the Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is not an
effective means to report
grades.

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Appendix Table J
Item Means, Standard Deviations and, t and g statistics by Type of Training
Traditionally
Trained

Item

Non-Traditionally
Trained

g

n

M

SD

n

2273

4.03

0.91

278

3.94 0.92

1.53

0.10

2273

4.08

0.85

278

4.03 0.86

0.91

0.06

2273

3.81

0.93

278

3.73 0.96

1.49

0.09

14. Grading practices are
important measures of
student learning.

2273

3.87

0.93

278

3.82 0.94

0.99

0.06

15. Grading practices are
important measures of
student achievement.

2273

3.86

0.92

278

3.83 0.91

0.60

0.04

2273

3.67

1.00

278

3.56 1.01

1.64

0.10

2233

3.78

0.93

274

3.64 0.97

2.18 *

0.14

2233

3.91

0.90

274

3.95 0.88

-0.64

-0.04

2233

3.96

0.86

274

3.96 0.85

0.13

0.01

2233

3.90

0.85

274

3.92 0.85

-0.22

-0.01

2233

4.13

0.75

274

4.15 0.74

-0.40

-0.03

11. Grading is an important
criteria for judging students’
progress.
12. Grading has an important
role in classroom
assessment.
13. Grading has a positive
effect on students’ academic
achievement.

16. Grading has strong
impact on students’ learning.
17. Grading helps me
categorize students as above
average, average and below
average.
18. Grading can help me
improve instruction.
19. Grading can encourage
good work by students.
20. Grading is a good
method for helping students
identify their weaknesses in
a content area.
21. Grading can keep
students informed about their
progress.

M

t

SD

(Appendix Table J continues)
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Traditionally
Trained

Item

Non-Traditionally
Trained

g

n

M

SD

n

2233

3.95

0.83

274

3.89 0.91

1.03

0.07

2233

3.35

1.07

274

3.18 1.10

2.50 *

0.16

2233

4.12

0.72

274

4.15 0.71

-0.62

-0.04

2233

3.77

0.92

274

3.82 0.93

-0.87

-0.06

2233

3.25

1.20

274

3.23 1.18

0.21

0.01

2233

2.85

0.97

274

2.88 1.00

-0.41

-0.03

2212

3.79

0.87

270

3.66 0.91

2212

3.00

0.95

270

3.12 1.02

-1.73

-0.12

30. Grades are based on
students’ completion of
homework.

2212

2.55

1.07

270

2.85 1.09

-4.39 ***

-0.28

31. Grades are based on the
degree to which students
participate in class.

2212

3.17

1.03

270

3.34 1.02

-2.62 **

-0.17

2212

3.35

0.93

270

3.38 0.95

-0.47

-0.03

2212

2.67

1.10

270

2.77 1.12

-1.45

-0.09

2187

3.64

0.87

265

3.55 0.94

1.42

0.09

22. Grading provides
information about student
achievement.
23. Grading documents my
instructional effectiveness.
24. Grading provides feedback
to my students.
25. High grades can motivate
students to learn.
26. Grades of zero can
demotivate students to
learn.
27. Grading on a curve can
provide appropriate
consistency in grade
distributions.
28. I consider student effort
when I grade.
29. I will pass a failing student
if he or she puts forth effort.

32. Grades are based on a
student’s improvement.
33. Grades are based on
students’ attendance.
34. I consider student ability in
grading.

M

t

SD

2.39 *
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(Appendix Table J continued)
Traditionally
Trained

Item

35. Grades are based on
students’ problem solving
ability.
36. Grades are based on
students’ critical thinking
ability.
37. Grades are based on
students’ writing ability.
38. Grades are based on
students’ ability to turn
assignments in on time.
39. Grades are based on
students’ behavior in
class.
40. Grades are based on
students’ ability to follow
directions.
41. Grades are based on
students’ spelling ability.
42. I tend to use letter
grades (e.g., A, B, C)
rather than numbers (e.g.,
1, 2, 3) in grading.
43. If a student fails a test,
I will offer him/her a
second chance to take the
test.
44. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I
will assign him/her a grade
of zero.

Non-Traditionally
Trained
M

t

g

n

M

SD

n

SD

2187

3.60

0.79

265

3.65 0.80

-0.82

-0.05

2187

3.67

0.78

265

3.69 0.79

-0.52

-0.03

2187

3.40

0.89

265

3.37 0.90

0.48

0.03

2187

3.28

1.02

265

3.46 0.95

-3.03 **

-0.19

2187

2.39

1.07

265

2.53 1.03

-2.05 *

-0.13

2187

3.50

0.95

265

3.55 0.93

-0.74

-0.05

2187

2.68

0.96

265

2.66 0.91

0.32

0.02

2177

2.76

1.27

263

2.45 1.24

3.75 ***

0.24

2177

3.70

0.97

263

3.74 1.00

-0.65

-0.04

2177

2.75

1.11

263

3.28 1.15

-7.22 ***

-0.47
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(Appendix Table J continued)
Traditionally
Trained

Item

Non-Traditionally
Trained

g

n

M

SD

n

2177

3.12

1.10

263

3.18 1.10

-0.75

-0.05

2177

3.48

1.06

263

3.60 1.05

-1.74

-0.11

2177

2.93

1.09

263

3.25 1.03

-4.51 ***

-0.29

2177

3.53

0.97

263

3.40 0.99

2.05 *

0.13

2167

2.29

0.95

261

2.21 0.95

1.21

0.08

50. It is easy for me to assess
student achievement with a
single grade or score.

2167

2.30

1.01

261

2.22 0.94

1.26

0.08

51. It is difficult to measure
student effort.

2167

2.74

1.02

261

2.67 1.00

0.97

0.06

52. Factors other than a
students’ actual achievement
on a test or quiz make it
difficult for me to grade.

2167

2.74

0.97

261

2.69 1.03

0.79

0.05

2167

2.56

1.11

261

2.67 1.16

-1.56

-0.10

2158

3.60

1.08

259

3.71 0.99

-1.60

-0.10

2158

2.27

0.97

259

2.26 0.96

0.04

0.00

45. If a student fails to
complete an assignment, I will
subtract grade points
progressively until the
assignment is turned in.
46. I often give students
opportunities to earn extra
credit.
47. I have my own grading
procedure.
48. I often confer with my
colleagues on grading
criteria.
49. Grading is the easiest part
of my role as a teacher.

53. I need grades to teach
well.
54. I use a Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is an
effective means to report
grades.
55. I use the Standard grade
scale (0-100), which is not an
effective means to report
grades.

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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